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THE  0  WINERS  OP  THE  SCREW  STEAM- 1  J-C* 

SHIP  «  JESMOND  " [Appellants;        jg,j 

AND  Kov.  13. 

THE  0\rNEKS   OF  THE  SCREW  STEA^M-l  — 

SHIP  "EARL  OF  ELGIN" Kespondekts. 


TEE  "JESMOND''  AND  THE  "EARL  OF  ELGIN." 


ON  APPEAL  FKOM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 

Collision — Admifxdty  Beffulaiions  for  preventing  collisions  at  Sea,    Articles 
13  and  IG-^JRisk  ^collision. 

Article  16  of  the  Admiralty  Regulations  for  preventing  collisions  at  Sea 
only  applies  when  there  is  a  continuous  approaching  of  two  Steamships. 

When  two  Ships  under  steam  "  are  meeting  end  on,  or  nearly  end  on,  so  as 
to  involve  risk  of  collision/'  as  provided  for  in  Article  13,  and  one  of  them  at 
a  proper  distance  ports  her  helm  sufBciently  to  put  her  on  a  course  which  will 
carry  her  clear  of  the  other,  and  enable  her  to  pass  on  the  port  side,  she 
thereby  determines  the  risk,  and  is  not  approaching  another  Ship  so  as  "  to 
involve  risk  of  collision  "  within  the  meaning  of  Article  16,  and  is  not  bound 
to  slacken  speed  or  stop. 

A  CAUSE  of  damage  in  respect  of  collision. 

The  appeal  was  brought  from  a  decree  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty,  by  the  Appellants,  the  Owners  of  the  screw  Steamship 

*  Present  t—Sja,  Jamss  WnxiAM  Colyile,  Sib  Joseph  Napieb,  Babt.^  and 
Sib  Montague  Smith. 
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Jesmond^  in  a  cause  of  damage  instituted  against  the  Bespondents, 
the  Owners  of  the  screw  Steamship  Earl  of  Elgin^  for  the  recovery 
of  damages  in  respect  of  losses  sustained  by  the  Appellants  by  a 
collision  which  happened  between  the  Jesmond  and  the  Earl  of 
Elgin. 

The  collision  in  question  took  place  at  about  10.30  p.m.  or 
11  P.M.  on  the  6th  of  May,  1870,  oflf  the  coast  of  Yorkshire^  about 
eight  or  nine  miles  N.  by  W.  from  the  WhUby  Lighis.  The  Jesmond 
was  a  screw  Steamer  of  589  tons  register,  and  was  in  water  ballast, 
bound  from  iKyndon  to  the  Tyne.  She  was  under  steam,  and  pro- 
ceeding at  the  rate  of  about  eight  knots  an  hour.  The  Earl  of 
Elgin  was  a  Steamer  of  608  tons  register,  and  was  bound  from 
Sunderland  to  Bordeaux  with  a  cargo  of  coals.  She  was  also  under 
steam,  and  proceeding  at  the  rate  of  from  seven  to  eight  knots  an 
hour.  Each  Vessel  had  her  proper  lights  exhibited,  and  the  weather 
was  fine.  The  Earl  of  Elgin  was  struck  about  amidships  on  her 
starboard  side  by  the  stem  of  the  Jesmond^  with  such  violence  that 
she  foundered,  and  several  of  her  crew  were  drowned.  The  course 
of  the  Jesmond^  as  stated  in  her  petition,  was  N.N.W.,  and  the 
course  of  the  Earl  of  Elgin,  as  stated  in  her  answer,  was  S.E. 

The  case  set  up  by  the  Jesmond  was,  that  the  three  lights  of  the 
Earl  of  Elgin  were  seen  ahead,  that  the  helm  of  the  Jesmond  w  as 
ported,  and  that  just  before  the  collision  the  engines  of  the  Jesmond 
were  stopped ;  and  the  Earl  of  Elgin  was  charged  with  having 
neglected  to  port  her  helm,  and  with  having  improperly  starboarded. 

On  the  part  of  the  Owners  of  the  Earl  of  Elgin  it  was  contended, 
that  the  masthead  and  green  light  of  the  Jesmond  were  seen  on 
the  starboard  bow  of  the  Earl  of  Elgin,  that  the  Earl  of  Elgin  was 
kept  on  with  a  view  to  passing  on  the  starboard  side  of  the  Jesmond, 
tmtil  the  Jesmond,  by  porting  her  helm,  opened  her  red  light  to 
the  Earl  of  Elgin,  causing  immediate  danger  of  collision,  whereupon 
the  helm  of  the  Earl  of  Elgin  was  starboarded. 

The  cause  was  heard  on  the  13th  of  July,  1870,  by  the  Judge 
of  the  Admiralty  Court  (The  Right  Hon.  Sir  jB.  PhiUimore), 
assisted  by  Trinity  Masters.  A  cross  cause  brought  by  the  Owners 
of  the  Earl  of  Elgin  against  the  Jesmond  was  heard  at  the  same 
time  and  upon  the  same  evidence,  which  was  taken  orally  in  Court. 
•     The  Judge,  by  his  judgment,  pronounced  that  both  the  Vessels 
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were  to  blame  for  the  coUisioiiy  and,  after  stating  the  nature  of  J.  0. 
the  case  and  the  evidencey  be  observed  that :  **  The  first  question  1871 
Dpon  which  the  Court  must  come  to  a  clear  conclusion  is,  were  xmi 
these  Vessels  meeting  end  on,  so  as  to  bring  them  within  what  is  **  J^jjp" 
•called  the  Port-helm  rule — ^the  13th  Article  of  the  Regulations  "Kablof 
for  preventing  collisions  at  Sea  ?  that  Article  is  as  follows, '  If  two  — ! 
Ships  under  steam  are  meeting  end  on,  or  nearly  end  on,  so  as  to 
involve  risk  of  collision,  the  helms  of  both  shall  be  put  to  port,  so 
that  each  may  pass  on  the  port  side  of  the  other.'  Each  Vessel 
saw  the  other  at  a  distance  of  about  a  mile  and  a  half  off;  and 
the  evidence  appears  to  me,  and  also  to  the  Elder  Brethren  of 
the  Trinity  House,  to  establish  that  these  Vessels  were  meeting 
end  on,  in  the  sense  of  the  rule  which  I  have  read.  I,  therefore, 
on  the  evidence  given  by  the  crew  of  the  Jesmond,  corroborated  in 
these  particulars  by  the  evidence  of  the  Witnesses  to  whom  I  have 
referred,  on  behalf  of  the  Earl  of  Elffin,  come  to  the  conclusion — 
that  these  Vessels  were  meeting  end  on,  so  that  it  was  incumbent 
upon  them  to  put  their  helms  to  port,  and,  we  have  no  doubt  that, 
if  they  had  done  so,  this  collision  would  have  been  avoided.  But 
there  remains  another  very  important  question  to  be  decided — ^I 
may  say,  two  questions — which  were  put  by  the  Admiralty  Advo- 
cate; one  is,  whether  the  Jesmond  did  port  sufficiently,  having 
regard  to  the  circumstances  of  this  case  ?  and  the  other  is,  whether 
the  Jesmond  ought  not  to  have  stopped  her  engines  and  the  Earl 
of  Elgin  to  have  stopped  hers.  We  think  that  the  Jesmond  did  err 
in  porting  as  slightly  as  she  did.  The  evidence  came  to  this, — she 
ported  and  then  steadied,  and  did  not  port  again  till  the  collision 
became  nearly  inevitable ;  but  it  is  not  upon  this  ground  that  I 
should  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  such  blame  attaches  to  the 
Jesmond  as  to  disentitle  her  to  recover,  if  she  succeeded  on  other 
points,  but  I  mention  it  as  a  fault  on  the  part  of  the  Jesmond.  The 
real  blame  that  attaches  to  the  Jesmond  and  the  Earl  of  Elgin  is, 
their  not  easing  and  stopping  their  engines  before  this  collision 
took  place.  The  more  it  is  examined,  the  less  defensible  it  appears, 
that  two  Steamers  should  be  going  at  the  joint  speed  of  eighteen  or 
nineteen  miles  an  hour,  nearly  on  opposite  courses,  seeing  each 
other  a  mile  and  a  half  off,  and  not  take  the  common  precaution  of 
stopping  or  easing  their  engines,  under  such  circumstances.   At  all 
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events,  we  haye  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  the  rule  contained 
iu  the  16th  Article — ^that  *  Every  Steamship  when  approaching 
another  Ship  so  as  to  involve  risk  of  collision  shall  slacken  her 
speed,  or,  if  necessary,  stop  and  reverse ' — ^has  not  been  obeyed 
in  this  case,  and  I  have  no  alternative  but  to  pronounce  that  both 
parties  are  to  blame  for  this  collision."  And  it  was  decreed 
accordingly,  but  no  order  was  made  as  to  costs. 

Both  paHies,  by  appeal  and  cross  appeal,  appealed  from  this 
decree. 


Mr.  BuU,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  B.  E.  Webster,  for  the  Appellants,  the 
Owners  of  the  Jesmond : — 

Contended  that  the  Court  below  was  not  warranted  by  the  evi- 
dence in  finding  that  the  non-observance  by  the  Jesmond  of  Article 
16  of  the  Admiralty  Begulations  for  preventing  collisions  at  Sea,  so' 
contributed  to  the  collision  as  to  disentitle  the  Jesmond  to  recover 
damage  from  the  Earl  of  Elgin  ;  that  the  evidence  proved  that 
the  Earl  of  Mgin  neglected  to  comply  with  Article  13  of  those 
Begulations ;  that  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  improper  star- 
boarding of  the  helm  of  the  Earl  of  Elgin,  and  not  by  failure  of 
the  Jesmond  and  the  Earl  of  Elgin  to  comply  with  Article  16  of 
the  Admiralty  Begulations ;  and  insisted  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  below,  instead  of  condemning  both  parties  as  equally  to* 
blame,  ought  to  have  been  in  favour  of  the  Owners  of  the  Jesmond. 

The  AdmiraUy  Advocate  (Dr.  Leans,  Q.C.),  and  Mr.  E.  C.  Qarkson,. 
for  the  Owners  of  the  Earl  of  Elgin  ;— 

Argued,  that  Article  16  of  the  Admiralty  Begulations  for 
preventing  collisions  at  Sea,  must  be  taken  in  combination  with 
Article  13,  and  as  supplementary  to  it.  If,  therefore,  the  Master  of 
the  Jesmond  had  reasonable  cause  to  apprehend  a  collision,  he  was 
bound  to  apply  the  supplementary  rule,  and  to  ease  the  engines. 
If  there  was  risk,  not  certainty,  but  probability  or  chance  of  a  col- 
lision, he  was  bound  to  stop.  If  he  thought  he  was  under  the 
Fort-helm  rule,  it  was  his  duty  to  carry  out  that  rule  so  that  there 
might  be  no  mistake  as  to  what  he  was  doing.  If  he  ported,  as  he 
says  he  did,  he  did  not  port  enough,  he  ought  to  have  slackened 
speed  as  well  as  ported.    The  16th  Article  refers  not  to  collision,. 
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hut  to  the  risk  of  collision,  and  to  the  manner  in  which  Steamers       J.C. 
must  act  when  there  is  risk  of  collision,  and  not  absolute  danger.  iS7i 

The 

Sib  James  W.  Colvile:—  "  Jesmond- 

Axi)  The 
In  this  case  their  Lordships  must  hold  that  it  has  been  con-     *^^  S*" 

closiyely  found  that  the  two  colliding  Vessels  were  meeting  each        

other  end  on  or  nearly  end  on  within  the  meaning  of  the  13th  of 
the  Sailing  Bules ;  that  the  Jesmond,  in  obedience  to  that  rule, 
ported  her  helm,  whether  sufficiently  or  not  is  a  question  which 
mil  be  afterwards  considered ;  that  the  Earl  of  Elgin  violated  that 
rule  by  starboarding  instead  of  porting,  and  thereby  put  herself 
clearly  in  the  wrong,  and  became  prima  facie  responsible  for  the 
collision  which  took  place.  But  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Admiralty 
Court  having  found  these  facts,  proceeds  to  say  :  ''We  think  that 
the  Jesmond  did  err  in  porting  as  slightly  as  she  did.  The  evidence 
came  to  this, — ^she  ported  and  then  steadied,  and  did  not  port 
again  till  the  collision  became  nearly  inevitable;  but  it  is  not 
upon  this  ground  that  I  should  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  such 
blame  attaches  to  the  Jesmond  as  to  disentitle  her  to  recover  if  she 
succeeded  on  other  points,  but  I  mention  it  as  a  fault  on  the  part 
of  the  Jesmond.  The  real  blame  that  attaches  to  the  Jesmond  and 
ihe  Earl  of  Elgin  is,  their  not  easing  and  stopping  their  engines 
before  this  collision  took  place.  The  more  it  is  examined  the  less 
defensible  it  appears  that  two  Steamers  should  be  going  at  the 
joint  speed  of  eighteen  or  nineteen  miles  an  hour,  nearly  on  oppo- 
site courses,  seeing  each  other  a  mile  and  a  half  off,  and  not  take 
the  common  precaution  of  stopping  or  easing  their  engines  imder 
8och  circumstances." 

That  part  of  the  judgment,  therefore,  raises  two  propositions — 
firsts  that  the  Jesmond  did  not  port  sufficiently,  but  at  the  same 
time  qualifies  that  finding  by  saying,  that  of  itself  that  circum- 
Btance  would  not  disentitle  the  Jesmond  to  recover.  The  learned 
Jadge,  however,  as  their  Lordships  understand  his  judgment,  would 
couple  the  insufficiency  of  the  porting  with  an  assumed  obliga- 
tion to  slacken  the  speed  under  the  16th  Article,  and  finds  that, 
under  the  whole  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  Jesmond  ought 
to  have  slackened  as  well  as  the  Earl  of  Elgin,  and  that  by  reason 
of  that  fault  on  the  part  of  the  Jesmond,  the  damage,  according  to 
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J.O.       the  rule  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  is  divisible  between  the  two^ 

*37i        Vessels. 

fTsm  Their  Lordships  think  that  it  will  be  desirable  in  dealing  with 

**A^^a^  these  two  propositions  to  deal  with  them,  in  the  first  instance 

"Eablof    at  least,  separately,  as  has  been  done  in  the  argument      They 

'       see  no  reason  to  doubt  the  truth  of  the  evidence  given  by  the 

Witness,  HaU,  the  second  Mate  of  the  Jesmond.  They  believe 
upon  his  evidence — and  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty has  certainly  not  found  that  that  evidence  was  to  be  dis- 
believed— that  when  the  three  lights  of  the  Earl  of  Mgin  were 
first  seen,  the  order  to  port  th6  helm  was  given.  They  believe 
that  the  Vessel  paid  off  upon  a  port-helm  a  point  and  a  half,  but 
that  before  she  had  gone  so  far  the  Mate  had  given  the  order  to 
steady  the  helm,  which  ultimately  brought  back  the  Vessel  to 
within  half  a  point  of  her  original  course.  Their  Lordships  were 
urged  by  Dr.  Beane  in  his  able  argument  to  consult  upon  this 
point  the  nautical  Gentlemen  by  whom  they  are  assisted.  They 
have  done  so,  and  those  Gentlemen,  so  far  from  finding,  as  Dr. 
Be<me  expected,  that  the  evidence  must  be  inaccurate  in  asserting 
that  the  Vessel  went  so  far  under  the  port-helm  as  to  pay  off  a 
point  and  a  half,  think  that  there  is  nothing  inconsistent  or  un- 
reasonable in  that  statement ;  on  the  contrary,  that  upon  principles- 
of  navigation  the  fact  is  credible  and  what  might  be  expected. 
Their  Lordships,  therefore,  accept  the  statement  of  the  Witness  as- 
given.  Again  the  nautical  Assessors  also  concur  in  thinking  that 
the  Jesmand  having  paid  off  so  far  as  a  point  and  a  half  was,, 
though  brought  back  within  half  a  point  of  her  original  course^ 
when  the  helm  was  steadied,  placed  upon  a  line  on  which  she 
would  have  gone  clear  of  the  other  Vessel  if  the  latter  had  even 
kept  her  course ;  that  she  had  brought  the  two  Vessels  in  the  posi- 
tion of  red  light  to  red  light,  and  that  the  danger  of  the  collisioni 
was  at  an  end.  A  fortiori^  if  the  Earl  of  Elgin  had  obeyed  the  rule 
and  had  done  what  she  was  bound  to  do,  namely,  port  her  helm^ 
the  distance  between  the  two  Vessels  would  have  been  increased,, 
and  the  collision  would  have  become  still  more  improbable.  That 
being  the  state  of  the  case,  their  Lordships  cannot  concur  with 
the  learned  Judge  in  thinking  that  the  alleged  insufiSciency  of  the- 
porting  did  in  any  degree  contribute  to  the  accident. 


Y0L.1V.] 
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"Eablof 
Elgw." 


They  next  proceed  to  consider  whether  they  ought  to  hold  that  J.  0. 
those  on  board  the  Jesmand  in  omitting  to  slacken  the  speed  of  1871 
their  Vessel  were  guilty  of  a  default  which  justifies  the  judgment  Tju 
under  appeal.  Now  the  16th  Article  says:  "Every  Steamship  "^^tS 
when  approaching  another  Ship  so  as  to  involve  risk  of  collision 
shall  slacken  her  speed."  It  is  not  necessary  to  read  further, 
because  nobody  contends  that  the  Jesmond  was  bound  to  stop  and 
reverse  her  engines  except  at  the  moment  when  a  reversal  of  the 
engines  had  almost  become  impossible,  namely,  when  the  other 
Vessel  was  nearly  run  into.  The  Article  imposes  this  obligation 
only  upon  a  Ship  which  is  ^  approaching  another  Ship  so  as  to 
involve  risk  of  collision/'  It  may  be  said,  that  there  was  a  moment 
at  which  the  two  Vessels  were  in  that  condition,  for  if  they  had 
not  been  in  that  condition  they  would  not  have  been  within 
Article  13.  But  it  seems  to  their  Lordships,  taking  the  two 
Articles  together,  that  Article  16  only  applies  when  there  is  a 
continuous  approaching  of  the  two  Ships,  and,  indeed,  it  was 
admitted  candidly  by  Dr.  Deane  that  there  was  not  an  obligation 
to  slacken  the  speed  the  moment  the  two  Vessels  sighted  each 
other,  and  when  the  first  porting  took  place.  If  their  Lordships 
are  right  in  their  view  of  what  was  then  done,  the  original  risk  of 
collision  was  determined  when  the  Vessels  were  brought  port  light 
to  port  light.  Nor  can  it  be  said  that  after  that  porting  the 
Jesmond  was  approaching  the  Earl  of  Elgin  so  as  to  involve  a  risk 
of  collision,  unless  the  true  construction  of  the  term  ''risk  of 
collision  "  be  that  for  which  in  one  part  of  his  argument  Dr.  Deane 
contended.  As  their  Lordships  understood  his  argument,  he  was 
prepared  to  insist  that  the  term  must  be  taken  to  include  either  a 
default  on  the  part  of  the  other  Vessel  to  do  what  the  13th  Bule 
required  of  it,  or  the  disabling  of  that  Vessel  by  some  accidental 
cause  of  which  the  Jesmond  was  not,  and  probably  could  not  be 
aware.  It  does  not  appear  to  their  Lordships  that  the  firsts  of 
those  elements  can  be  reasonably  imported  into  the  risk  of 
collision ;  there  is  no  foundation  in  fact  for  supposing  that  **  the 
Earl  of  Elgin  was  prevented  by  any  accident  from  doing  what  she 
ought  to  have  done ;"  nor  are  their  Lordships  aware  that  in  obey- 
ing these  Bules  it  is  necessary  for  persons  navigating  Vessels  to 
foresee  and  to  provide  against  every  possible  accident. 
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The 

'  Jbsmond  ** 

AXTD  Tub 

'*  Eabl  of 

Eloih." 


Their  Lordships  would  be  extremely  sorry,  by  any  decision  of 
theirs,  to  diminish  the  stringency  of  any  rule  tending  to  prevent 
the  great  loss  of  property  and  destruction  of  Ufe  which  are  bat  too 
common  in  our  narrow  Seas ;  but  they  do  not  feel  at  liberty  to 
extend  the  application  of  the  16th  Article  beyond  what  seems  to 
them  to  be  its  proper  construction^  and,  therefore,  they  most 
respectfully  differ  from  the  learned  Judge  in  what  he  has  found 
with  respect  to  the  obUgation  which  lay  upon  the  Master  and  crew 
of  the  JeMiond. 

The  result,  therefore,  will  be,  that  their  Lordships  will  humbly 
advise  Her  Majesty  to  allow  the  present  appeal;  and  to  declare 
and  order  that  the  Earl  of  l^gin  was  solely  responsible  for  the 
collision,  and  must  be  condemned  in  damages  accordingly,  and 
of  course  the  costs  in  the  Court  below  and  the  costs  here  will, 
according  to  the  ordinary  rule,  follow  the  result. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellants :  Thomas  Cooper, 

Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Lotcness,  Nelson,  &  Jones, 


J.  O.*      JOHN  HARVEY  and  others Appellants  ; 

1871  AlfD 

.vor.  16.  THE  OWNERS  OP  THE  SCREW  STEAM- 

—  SHIP  "EUXINE'* 


Respondents. 


THE  "EUXINE." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  VICE-ADMIRALTY  COURT  OF  MALTA. 

Practice — Proxies  in  Vice^AdmiraUy  Courts — Strict  proof  of^  not  requisite  under 
^iQofihe  Rules  and  Regulations  for  Viee-Admiralty  Courts  abroad 

It  is  the  practice  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  as  to  Proxies,  for  Proctors 
to  proceed  without  the  exhibition  of  a  Proxy  until  called  upon  to  produce  it ; 
and  when  called  on  they  satisfy  the  requisite  requirement,  by  stating  the 
names  of  the  parties  for  whom  they  appear. 

Such  practice,  in  this  respect,  is  the  same  in  the  Vice- Admiralty  Courts 

♦  Present ;— SiE  James  William  Colvilk,  Sib  Robert  Phillimore  (Judge 
OF  THE  High  Coubt  of  Admibaltt),  Sib  Joseph  Napier,  Babt.,  and  Sib 

MOKTAOUE  SiaTH. 


"  ECXINIL" 
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abroad,  where  Proctors  are  not  bound  to  do  more  under  §  40  of  the  Rules  J.  C. 
and  Hegulations  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Statute,  2  Will.  4,  a  61,  s.  1,  and  ^^^ 
Order  in  Council  of  the  27th  of  June,  1832,  unless  called  upon  to  do  so  by  ^^v^ 
an  Order  of  the  Court.  ,,  ^'F^JL 

The  production,  of  a  Proxy  which,  on  the  face  of  it^  is  duly  signed  and 
sealed,  is  a  sufficient  oomplianoe  with  an  Order  of  the  Court  to  produce  the 
Proxy,  without  proof  of  the  handwriting  of  the  subscribing  Witnesses ;  the 
onus  of  proof  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  Proxy,  if  questioned,  is  on  the  party 
impeaching  it. 

An  objection  to  a  suit  on  the  ground  of  the  non-production,  or  insufficient 
proof,  of  a  Proxy,  is  a  preliminary  objection  to  be  taken  on  motion  and  not 
by  protest,  and  the  proper  course  for  the  Vice-Admiralty  Court,  in  such  cir- 
cnmstances,  is  to  stay  the  proceedings  for  the  production  of  proof  until 
saffident  evidence  is  produced,  and  not  to  allow  the  cause  to  proceed  to  a 
hearing,  and  then  dismiss  the  suit  on  the  ground  that  there  was  no  sufficient 
proof  of  the  Proxy. 

In  this  case  the  appeal  was  brought  from  a  decree  of  the  Vice- 
Admiralty  Court  of  Malta,  upon  the  Protest  of  the  Master  of  the 
French  steamship  Euxine,  to,  inter  alia,  the  sufficiency  of  the 
Proxy,  in  a  suit  instituted  on  behalf  of  the  Appellants  against  the 
iJMOJtne,  in  the  Vice-Admiralty  Court  of  Malta.  By  such  decree, 
the  Judge  pronounced  for  the  Protest,  and  dismissed  the  suit  with 
costs. 

The  Appellants,  John  Harvey  and  William  Benjamin  Harvey, 
were  the  Owners  of  the  English  brig  Clymping  ;  and  Emin  Schemeil 
and  Biehara  Schemeil,  carrying  on  business  at  Liverpool  as  Mer- 
chants under  the  style  of  Schemeil  Brothers  &  Co.,  were  the 
Owners  of  the  cargo  of  cotton-seed  laden  on  board  the  Brig,  and 
Oeorge  Hedgecoch  was  the  Master  and  others  were  the  crew. 
The  Respondents  were  the  Owners  of  the  Euxine,  belonging  to 
^ormUes,  and  carrying  on  business  at  that  City  as  the  Firm  of 
^^oimnel,  pere  et  fils. 

The  suit  arose  out  of  a  collision  between  the  Euxine  and  the 
^y^ping,  which  occurred  on  the  2nd  of  June,  1870,  and  occa- 
sioned the  total  loss  of  the  Clymping.  The  action  was  commenced 
^^  the  16th  of  July,  1870,  by  WHliam  John  Stevens,  as  Proctor  for 
the  Owners  of  the  Clymping,  for  the  Owners  of  the  cargo  of  cotton- 
^ed  then  lately  laden  on  board  the  Brig,  for  the  Master  and 
the  crew  of  the  Brig  as  Owners  of  their  private  effects,  and  for 
•''  ^*  W.  Harper,  represented  at  Malta  by  Leonard,  a  partner 
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J.  0.  in  the  Firm  of  RobiThson,  Buckworthy  dk  Co,,  Bankers,  &c.,  who 
1871  entered  an  action  and  proceeding  in  the  Vice-Admiralty  Court, 
^^  for  the  sum  of  £10,000,  against  the  Euxine,  her  tackle,  apparel, 
••EuxujE."    and  furniture. 

At  the  time  of  entering  the  action  the  Proctor  exhibited,  and 
left  in  the  Begistry  of  the  Court,  an  affidavit  sworn  by  Leonard, 
which,  in  form  and  substance,  complied  with  the  requirements  of 
the  Bules  and  Begulations  made  pursuant  to  the  Statute,  2  Will.  4, 
c.  51,  and  the  Order  in  Council  of  the  27th  of  June,  1832,  regu- 
lating the  practice  of  Vice-Admiralty  Courts  abroad,  and  had 
annexed  a  Telegram  received  by  him  on  the  13th  of  July,  1870, 
purporting  to  be  a  direction  from  the  Secretary  of  the  Salvage 
Committee  at  Lloyd'a,  LondoUy  to  seize  the  Euxine  at  the  suit  of 
the  Appellants.  On  the  same  day  the  Judge  decreed  the  Warrant 
of  arrest  to  issue,  under  which  the  Euxine  was  arrested. 

On  the  19th  of  July,  1870,  an  appearance  under  protest  to  the 
suit  was  entered  on  behalf  of  the  Master  of  the  Euxine. 

The  Proctor  for  the  Euxine  on  the  1st  of  August  filed  his 
petition  upon  protest,  which  alleged:  first,  that  there  being  a 
Court  of  Commerce  in  MaUa,  the  Vice-Admiralty  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  try  the  suit ;  secondly,  that  the  title  and  authority 
of  Leonard  was  insufficient  and  illegal,  it  being  merely  in  virtue 
of  a  telegraphic  despatch  produced  in  the  Begistry  of  the  Court, 
without  giving  the  names  and  descriptions  of  all  the  parties 
claiming  damage,  and  without  documentary  proof  of  the  authen- 
ticity of  such  Telegram,  which  contained  numerous  other  allega- 
tions in  no  way  relevant  to  this  appeal;  and,  thirdly,  that  the 
grounds  of  the  suit,  the  damage  alleged  to  have  been  done  to 
the  Clymping  by  the  Euooine,  had  already  been  made  the  sub- 
ject of  a  suit  before  the  French  Imperial  Court  at  MesMndriaf 
which  Court  had  dismissed  the  claim  on  behalf  of  the  Clympinfff 
so  that  the  cause  was  in  fact  res  judicata,  and  could  not  be  tried 
again  before  the  Vice-Admiralty  Court, 

On  the  12th  of  August,  WiUiam  John  Stevens  brought  in  an 
answer  to  the  petition  under  protest,  and  in  the  name  and  as  the 
Proctor  holding  a  special  Proxy  of  the  Owners  of  the  Clympinfff  of 
the  Owners  of  her  cargo,  and  of  her  Master  and  crew,  alleged 
therein,  that  the  title  and  authority  of  Leonard  for  entering  the 
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eaase  was  sufficient  and  legal,  it  not  being  merely  in  virtue  of  the       J.c. 
tel^raphic  despatch  produced,  but  in  virtue  of  written  and  duly       1871 
signed  confirmations  thereof,  and  subsequent  formal  Proxies,  or        xms 
Powers  of  Attorney,  to  SfevenSy  the  Proctor,  containing  the  names   "  Etjxine/' 
and  descriptions  of  the  parties  claiming  damage. 

A  reply  was  filed  on  behalf  of  the  Defendants,  which,  so  far 
as  it  related  to  the  appeal,  alleged  that  as  Stevens  claimed  to 
hold  a  special  Proxy  from  the  Plaintiffs,  Leonard  had  no  title  to 
^ter  the  action  or  now  proceed  therewith,  and  that  the  appearance 
o{  Stevens  in  the  action  was  irregular  and  illegal. 

The  Defendants  did  not  bring  in  any  proofs  in  relation  to  the 
matters  in  question  upon  the  appeal. 

On  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs,  John  Stevens  exhibited  Proxies 
dated  the  22nd  of  June,  1870,  signed  respectively  by  the  Owners  of 
the  Clympinffy  by  the  Owners  of  her  cargo,  and  by  her  Master  and 
crew,  which  in  similar  terms  nominated  him,  their  true  and  lawful 
Proctor,  to  appear  in  their  respective  names  before  the  Vice- Admi- 
ralty Court,  and  to  prosecute  the  cause  instituted  therein  against 
the  Euxine  on  their  behalf;  he  also  proved  that  he  had  been  re- 
tained from  the  13th  of  July,  1870,  as  Proctor  for  the  Plaintiffs 
ia  the  suit  Evidence  was  also  produced  to  prove  that  John  and 
William  Benjamin  Harvey  were  Owners  of  the  Clympinffy  and  that 
Oeorge  Eedyecoeh  was  her  Master,  and  Messrs.  Schemeil  Brothers 
&  Co.  appeared  by  the  Bill  of  lading  of  the  Vessel  to  be  con- 
signees of  her  cargo.  It  was  further  proved  that  Leonard  had 
received,  besides  the  Telegram  annexed  to  the  affidavit  to  lead  the 
Warrant  of  arrest,  certain  other  Telegrams  delivered  by  Messengers 
of  the  Mediterranean  Tehgraphie  Extension  Company,  one  of  which, 
dated  London,  July  15th,  1870,  contained  a  request  from  Harvey 
to  take  proceedings  against  the  EiAxine,  and  the  other  dated 
Liverpool,  the  15th  of  July,  from  Schemeil  Brothers  dt  Co.,  also 
authorizing  such  proceedings,  and  the  transcripts  of  these  telegrams 
were  verified  by  affidavit  and  brought  into  Court. 

The  first  two  questions  raised  on  the  Protest  were  argued  for 
several  days,  and  on  the  4th  of  October,  1870,  the  Judge  of  the 
Vice-Admiralty  Court  (Sir  Antonio  MicaUef)  pronounced  two 
decrees,  the  first  deciding  in  favour  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court, 
and  overruling  the  objections  raised  thereto  in  the  petition  on 
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J.O.        Protest  with  costs :  and  the  second  deciding,  that  it  did  not  appear 

1871        that  Leonard  and  Stevens  were  persons  legitimately  authorized  to 

Thb        represent  the  parties  in  whose  name  the  action  was  instituted,  and 

**  EuxiNB. '    dismissing  the  suit  with  costs.    The  third  question  raised  on  the 

petition  on  Protest  was  not  argued  or  disposed  of. 

The  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council  was  confined  to  the  second 
of  the  above  decrees. 

Mr.  Butt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  O.  Otbsony  for  the  Appellants  :— 

The  question  raised  in  the  appeal  is  one  as  to  the  authority  oi 
the  Proctor  to  institute  and  continue  the  suit  on  behalf  of  the 
asserted  Plaintiffs  in  the  Court  below.  The  Judge  in  that  Court 
took  objection  in  the  first  instance  to  the  authority  of  Leonard,  who 
made  the  affidavit  to  lead  the  Warrant  of  arrest^  because  in  that 
afiidavit,  though  he  swore  that  he  was  the  duly  authorized  Agent 
of  the  several  parties  interested,  he  stated  his  instructions  to  proceed 
against  the  Euosine  to  have  beten  communicated  by  Telegram  of  the 
12th  of  July,  1870,  and  did  not  produce  sufficient  proof  of  his  title 
as  Agent  Such  an  objection  was  wholly  untenable,  and  does  not 
require  argument.  Leonard  was  himself  no  party  to  the  suit,  and 
all  questions  as  to  his  title  and  authority  were  immaterial  and 
irrelevant  under  the  circumstances.  The  affidavit  was  in  the  form 
prescribed  by  the  Eules  and  Regulations  for  Vice-Admiralty  Courts 
abroad,  made  pursuant  to  Statute  2  Will.  4,  c.  51.  The  suit  having 
commenced,  the  Vessel  was  arrested ;  an  appearance  under  protest 
having  been  entered  for  the  Euwine,  and  the  sum  of  £10,000,  the 
amount  for  which  the  Warrant  of  arrest  was  issued,  paid  into 
Court,  the  release  of  the  Vessel  was  thereby  procured.  After- 
wards, by  leave  of  the  Court,  this  sum  was  withdrawn,  bail  for  the 
same  amount  being  given.  The  protest  against  the  authority  of 
Leonard  to  lead  the  Warrant  of  arrest  was  met  by  an  answer  filed 
by  the  Proctor  Stevens,  in  the  name,  and  as  the  lawful  Proctor 
holding  special  Proxies  of  all  the  several  parties  proceeded  against, 
namely,  the  Bespondents,  the  Owners  of  the  Brig  and  cargo,  and 
the  Master  and  crew  of  the  Vessel.  It  appears  from  the  pleadings 
that  the  form  of  the  Proxies  was  that  prescribed  and  given  in  the 
precedents  annexed  to  the  Bules  for  Vice- Admiralty  Courts  abroad. 
The  40th  section,  while  it  recognises  the  propriety  of  requiring  the 
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production  of  a  Prosy  to  prevent  Proctors  from  proceeding  in  j.  o. 
caases  from  instructions  from  parties  not  being  entitled  to  inter-  X87i 
vene,  or  not  having  a  legal  persoius  standi  to  prosecute  a  cause,  yet  ^ij^ 
expressly  says  they  are  not  usually  exhibited  in  maritime  causes :  "  Euxine.*' 
and  Dr.  LuahtTiffton,  a  most  experienced  Judge,  says,  in  The  WhUd- 
mine  (1),  '*  that  the  demand  for  the  exhibition  of  a  Proxy  is  con- 
trary to  the  ordinary  practice  of  the  Court/'  and  that,  as  far  as  his 
experience  extended,  he  was  not  aware  of  any  instance  within  his 
recollection  in  which  such  a  demand  had  been  made.  In  another 
part  of  the  same  judgment  he  states,  '*'  that  for  a  period  of  pro- 
bably not  less  than  two  hundred  years.  Proctors  have  been  per- 
mitted to  appear  on  behalf  of  parties  suing  without  being  called 
upon  to  exhibit '  any  proxy,  as  is  the  indispensable  custom  in 
Ecclesiastical  Courts  "  (2).  We  submit  and  insist,  therefore,  that 
the  suit  was  properly  instituted  on  behalf  of  the  Appellants. 
That  the  exhibition  by  the  Proctor  of  the  Proxies  of  his  parties 
was  sufiScient  proof  of  his  authority  to  institute  and  prosecute  the 
suit ;  and  there  was  sufficient  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Appel- 
lants to  shew  that  they  were  interested  parties,  and  that  they  had 
authorized  and  adopted  the  suit  Leoiuird  was  no  party  to  the 
soit^  and  all  questions  as  to  his  title  and  authority  were  immaterial 
and  irrelevant.  There  was  no  pretence  upon  the  facts  proved 
before  the  Vice- Admiralty  Court  for  the  dismissal  of  the  suit. 

Mr.  E.  C,  Clarisany  and  Mr.  Walier  PhilUmore,  for  the  Bespon- 
dents : — 

A  Proxy,  like  a  Power  of  Attorney,  is  an  instrument  under  seal, 
giving  authority  to  the  party  appointed  to  institute  and  prosecute 
a  suit  in  its  various  stages,  from  the  first  process  to  the  ultimate 
execution  of  the  Sentence,  and  must  be  proved :  Bum's  Ecc.  Law, 
VoL  iiL,  p.  376  [9th  Ed.  by  PhiUimore].  In  Ecclesiastical  causes  the 
Proxy  is  called  for  and  exhibited  in  almost  every  stage  of  a  cause ; 
Cooke's  Ecc.  Courts  Prac.  p.  154— powim  ;  and  though  the  practice  of 
requiring  formal  proof  of  the  Proxy  may  have  become  relaxed  in 
the  Maritime  Courts,  yet  the  Warrant  of  Attorney,  or  Proxy,  must 
be  in  the  same  form,  and  contain  the  same  powers  there  as  in  the 

(1)  1  W.  Rob.  Ad.  Kep.  338. 
(2)  1  W.  Rob.  Ad.  Rep.  337 ;  S.  C.  2  Notes  of  Cases,  216. 
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J.  c.       Ecclesiastical  Courts ;  and  as  the  requirement  of  a  Proxy  is  the 
1871        same  in  both  Courts,  the  same  rules,  being  equally  applicable,  mnet 
T^       be  applied :  Ouffhton^  Ordo  Jvdieiorum^  tit  xlviii. ;  Glerkis  PraxU 
"  EuxmE,-   AdmiralUatis,  tit.  7 ;  Priiehard:8  Ad.  Dig.  p.  302 ;  The  Haidee  (1). 
Now,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the  ancient  practice  with  regard  to 
appearances  was  originally  the  same  in  Maritime  as  in  Ecclesiastical 
Courts,  namely,  to  require  Proctors  to  exhibit  Proxies  from  their 
'  Clients  authorizing  proceedings :    The  Whilelndne  (2) ;   that  is 
stated  by  Dr.  lAuhington^  whose  judgment  is  relied  on  by  the 
other  side,  and  though  the  40th  section  of  the  rules  and  regu- 
lations of  the  Vice* Admiralty  Court  does  state,  that  '^  although 
Proxies  are  not  usually  exhibited  in  maritime  suits,"  thus  adopting 
the  practice  that  is  said  to  have  prevailed  for  the  last  two  hundred 
years,  yet  it  goes  on  to  say  that  **  they  may  sometimes  be  required 
in  order  to  prevent  Proctors  from  proceeding  in  causes  on  instruc- 
tions from  parties  not  being  themselves  entitled  to  intervene,  or 
not  having  a  legal  persona  standi  to  prosecute  a  cause."    Thus 
giving  the  Judge,  or  the  parties  in  the  cause,  a  discretionary  power, 
if  they  shall  see  fit  to  exercise  it,  to  call  for  and  examine  the 
Proxy  of  the  Proctor  prosecuting  or  defending  the  action.    The 
same  practice  has  been  in  force  in  Canada^  where  the  rules  and 
regulations  for  proceeding  in  the  Vice- Admiralty  Courts  prevail : 
The  Dumfriesshire  (3).      That  was  a  suit  for  the  recovery  of 
penalties  under  the  Passengers  Act^  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c  58,  and  shews 
that  the  non-production  of  a  Proxy  is  a  ground  for  the  dismissal 
of  a  suit.    The  form  of  a  Proxy  is  that  of  a  Deed  under  seal,  and 
it  should  be  proved  as  such.    If  the  Proxies  had  been  attested 
before  a  Notary  Public,  under  the  Statute,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  78,  s.  8, 
it  would  have  been  sufficient,  as  the  seal  of  a  Notary  would  have 
been  accepted  in  our  English  Courts. 

Sir  Kobebt  Phillihore  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Vice-Admiralty  Court  at  MaJta, 
raising  questions  of  practice  in  Vice-Admiralty  Courts.  Their 
Lordships  have  no  doubt  at  all  as  to  the  advice  which  it  will  be 
their  duty  to  tender  to  Her  Majesty  upon  this  matter. 

(1)  1  Notes  of  Cases,  597.  (3)  Stuart's  Y.-Ad.  Gases  in  Lower 

(2)  1  W.  Rob.  Ad.  Rep.  337.  Canada,  p.  245. 
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It  appears  that  a  suit  was  instituted  in  the  Yice-Admiialty  J.  0. 
Court  at  Malia  by  an  English  ship,  the  Clympinffy  against  a  1871 
French  ship,  the  Euwine,  for  a  collision  at  Sea  somewhere  near  thb 
Alexandria.  The  snit  was  instituted  in  that  Court  by  a  Proctor 
who  appeared  in  the  usual  form,  and  stated  the  nature  of  the  suit 
and  his  title  to  appear  in  the  usual  manner.  It  has  been  con- 
tended that  he  was  duly  called  upon  to  produce  a  Proxy,  and  that 
having  been  so  duly  called  upon  he  did  not  comply  with  the 
order,  but  produced  an  imperfect  Document,  which  cannot  be 
taken  in  law  as  being  a  Proxy,  and,  therefore,  that  the  Judge  of 
the  Court  below  was  justified  in  taking  the  course  that  he  did 
take,  namely,  of  dismissing  the  suit  altogether. 

With  regard  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  as  to  Proxies,  it  is 
very  clearly  laid  down  by  that  experienced  Judge,  Dr.  LudUngUm^ 
in  the  case  of  The  WhUdmine.    He  says :  ^*  Now,  looking  to  the 
ancient  practice  of  the  Court,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the  rules, 
with  regard  to  appearances   in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  were 
originally  the  same  as  are  now  adopted  in  the  Ecclesiastical 
Courts.    In  the  more  modem  practice  of  this  Court  these  rules, 
it  is  true,  have  been  relaxed  for  the  convenience  of  the  Practi- 
tioners, and  for  a  period  of  probably  not  less  than  two  hundred 
years  Proctors  have  been  permitted  to  appear  on  behalf  of  parties 
suing  without  being  called  upon  to  exhibit  any  Proxy,  as  is 
the  indispensable  custom  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts.     The  first 
question,  then,  which  I  must  consider  in  the  present  instance  is 
this :  what  is  the  duty  and  what  the  responsibility  attaching  upon 
a  Proctor  who  so  appears  without  exhibiting  a  Proxy?    Upon 
general  principle,  I  apprehend  that  the  Court  is  entitled  to  expect 
from  such  Proctor  when  he  does  appear  that  he  be  duly  authorized 
by  some  person  having  an  interest  in  the  cause  in  issue,  or  that 
he  should  have  a  justifiable  and  strong  ground  for  believing  that 
the  individual  for  whom  he  appears  has  such  an  interest    I 
apprehend  further,  that  at  any  period  of  the  Cause,  and  at  any 
time  before  the  case  is  dismissed  out  of  Court,  the  Court  has  a 
right  to  call  upon  that  Proctor  to  state,  not  generally  but  specifi- 
cally by  name,  the  whole  of  the  parties  for  whom  he  is  authorized 
to  appear.    The  authority  of  the  Court  to  make  this  demand  upon 
the  Proctor  is,  I  conceive,  inherent  in  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
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J.  O.       Court,  in  common  with  all  other  Courts,  and  is  absolutely  essential 

1871       to  the  due  administration  of  justice  for  the  purpose  of  preventing 

x^       unauthorized  litigation.    If  it  were  otherwise  what  would  be  the 

" Epxiwe. '    consequence  in  regard  to  the  proceedings  in  this  Court?    The 

consequences  would  be  that  Proctors  might  appear  for  individuals 

who  either  were  not  in  existence,  or  for  persons  who  gave  no 

authority,  or  who,  assuming  the  names  of  others,  might  take  the 

chance  of  a  decree  being  made  in  their  favour,  without  at  any 

time  being  obnoxious  to  the  consequences  of  an  unsuccessful 

litigation."  (1) 

Now,  it  is  quite  clear  from  the  passage  of  the  judgment  which  I 
have  read,  first,  that  the  usual  practice  is  for  Proctors  in  the  Court 
of  Admiralty  to  proceed  without  the  exhibition  of  any  Proxy,  and, 
secondly,  that  when  they  are  called  upon  for  their  Proxy  they 
satisfy  the  law  by  stating  the  names  of  the  parties  for  whom  they 
are  authorized  to  appear.  Bead  by  the  light  of  this  judgment, 
there  appears  to  be  no  difficulty  in  construing  the  rules  and  regula- 
tions of  the  Vice- Admiralty  Courts  abroad,  which  were  made  at  a 
subsequent  period,  one  of  which  rules  (sect  40)  is :  "  Although 
Proxies  are  not  usually  exhibited  in  maritime  suits,  yet  they  may 
sometimes  be  required,  in  order  to  prevent  Proctors  from  pro- 
ceeding in  causes  on  instructions  from  parties  not  being  them- 
selves entitled  to  intervene,  or  not  having  a  legal  persanas  standi 
to  prosecute  a  cause." 

In  this  case  there  is  no  question  whatever  that  the  Appellants 
before  the  Court,  being  the  Owners  of  the  cargo  on  board  the 
Brig,  and  the  Master  and  crew  who  appear,  as  is  usual,  as  to  their 
personal  effects,  are  the  parties  who  are  really  interested  and 
entitled  to  prosecute  the  cause  in  this  case.  The  objection  which 
has  been  taken,  has  been  truly  said  to  be  one  of  the  most  technical 
description.  The  Proxy  is  said  not  to  have  been  duly  signed  and 
sealed,  and  it  is  said  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  the  handwriting 
of  the  Witnesses  who  appear  to  have  subscribed  the  Instrument. 
The  answer  to  that  is,  that  if  there  had  been  a  strict  order  of  the 
Court  (and  none  was  made  on  this  occasion)  that  they  should  pro- 
duce their  Proxy,  there  would  have  been  a  prima  facie  compliance 
with  that  order  by  the  production  of  those  Instruments,  and  those 
(1)  1  W.  Rob.  Ad.  Rep.  336-7. 


EUXIUE." 


TOL IV.]  CASES  m  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  17 

who  sought  to  impugn  their  aathenticity  should  have  taken  farther        J.  0. 
«tep8  in  the  matter.  isn 

It  is  also  to 'be^  observed  that  great  confusion  appears  in  the  thb 
pleadings  of  the  Court  below,  and  in  the  protest^  because  this  is 
an  objection  which  should  have  been  taken  separately  and  at  once, 
and  should  not  have  been  mixed  up  with  other  matters,  as  it 
appears  to  have  been  in  this  protest.  Even  if  the  argument  of 
the  Counsel  for  the  Hespondents  could  Ke  sustiBdned  to  its  utmost 
extent^  the  duty  of  the  Judge  would  have  been  no  more  than  this, 
to  have  stayed  proceedings  until  the  doubt  which  they  alleged 
with  respect  to  the  authenticity  of  the  document  could  have  been 
properly  solved. 

Upon  all  grounds,  therefore, — ^upon  the  ground  first  of  all,  that 
there  were  no  circumstances  of  suspicion  in  the  case  which  war- 
ranted the  departure  from  the  usual  admitted  practice  and  called 
for  the  production  of  a  special  Proxy, — upon  the  ground  that,  if 
there  were  such  circumstances,  they  were  primd  faoie  fully  com- 
plied with  by  the  instruments  which  are  before  the  Court  on  this 
occasion;  further,  that  the  objection  ought  to  have  been  taken  at  the 
'earliest  period,  and  not  mixed  up  with  the  other  proceedings ;  and 
that  the  utmost  the  Court  could  have  done  in  any  case  would  have 
been  to  stay  proceedings  untU  further  information  could  have  been 
obtained, — ^their  Lordships  have  no  hesitation  whatever  in  saying, 
ihat  it  will  be  their  duty  humbly  to  advise  Her  Majesty  to  reverse 
the  Sentence  of  the  Court  below.  Their  Lordships  think,  that 
looking  to  the  confusion  which  prevailed  in  the  pleadings,  the 
fault  of  which  does  not  lie  entirely  upon  one  party  but  must  be 
shared  by  both,  no  order  should  be  made  as  to  the  costs  of  the 
appeal. 

The  costs  in  the  Court  below  wiU  be  costs  in  the  cause. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant:  Thomas  Cooper. 
Solicitor  for  the  Bespondent :  Francis  Kearsey. 
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J.C*      THOMAS  NEWTON Appellant; 

1871  AND 

N<^.22.  THE  HON.  C.  A.  TURNER,  R.  SPANKIE,  ^ 
— •'          AND  G.  D.  TURNBULL,  Puisne  Judges  of  /  ^^^^ 

THE   High    Coubt,    North-Western  Pro-  [    . 
VINCES J 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COUBT,  NORTH-WESTERN 
PROVINCES. 

Barrister  and  Advocate —  Order  <f  Bu$pension/rom  pradice — Pn^emond 

misconduct. 

Two  Orders  of  the  High  Coart  of  the  NorthrWeMiem  Prov^nees, the  one 
being  an  Order  nisi  calling  on  the  Appellant^  a  Barrister  and  Advocate  prac- 
tising  in  that  Court,  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  be  suspended  from 
the  practice  of  his  profession  as  an  Advocate  of  that  Court,  and  the  other 
Order  declaring  him  guilty  of  gross  professioual  misconduct,  and  suspendlog 
him  from  practice  for  five  years,  on  appeal,  as  to  the  rule  on  which  the  .first 
Order  was  made  discharged,  and  the  second  Order  reversed ;  the  Judicial 
Committee  being  of  opinion,  that,  though  the  Appellant  had  been  guilty  of  a 
grave  irregularity  and  deserving  of  censure^  yet  the  facts  proved  did  not 
amount  to  that  moda  praxis  on  which  the  High  Court,  having  regard  to  the 
position  and  functions  of  an  Advocate  in  the  Norih-Westem  Provinces^  could 
fairly  found  any  proceeding  of  a  penal  character. 

XhIS  was  an  appeal  from  two  Orders  and  judgments  of  the  High 

Court,  AUahabad,  North-  Western  Pramnces,  dated  the  13th  and  27th 

of  August,  1870,  whereby  the  Appellant,  a  Barrister-at-law  and 

an  Advocate  of  the  High  Court  of  the  NorthrWedem  Provinces, 

was  suspended  from  practice,  for  alleged  professional  misconduct, 

liberty  being  given"to  him  to  apply  at  the  expiration  of  five  yeare 

for  permission  to  resume  practice. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  Order  of  the  13th  of  August,. 

1870,  was  made  arose  out  of  a  communication  by  Mr.  Brandy ^  the 

Officiating  Judge  of  the  AUyghur  District,  dated  the  19th  day  of 

July,  1870,  to  the  Eegistrar  of  the  High  Court,  NorthrWestem 

Provinces,  of  proceediugs  held  before  him  in  consequence  of  two 

Letters  addressed  to  him  by  the  Administrator-General  of  OaleuUay 

dated  the  lOth  of  May  and  the  14th  of  June,  1870,  regarding  Mr, 

Neiffton's  professional  conduct  in  applying  for  Letters  of  adminis- 

*  Present : — Sib  James  William  Colvils,  Sib  Joseph  Napikb,  Babt.,  and 
Sib  Montaqub  Edwabd  Smith. 
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tration  <m  behalf  of  a  Mis.  Saunders  to  the  estate  of  her  late  son,        J.  a 
when  he  knew  she  could  not  be  entitled  to  sach  administration.  1871 

The  Sespondents,  at  that  time  the  presiding  Judges  of  the     kewtok 
High  Court,  thereupon  issued  an  Order  and  citation^  dated  the  30th  rp^  j'^ges 
of  July,  1870,  calling  upon  Appellant  to  give  explanation,  on  the      ^^J^ 
13th  of  August,  1870,  with  reference  to  the  imputations  on  his     Nobth- 
professional  conduct,  as  alleged  against  him  by  Mr.  Brandy  in  the    pb^jI^. 
communication  above  mentioned.  "" 

The  Appellant,  as  directed,  appeared  in  person  on  that  day,  and 
read  out  from  a  written  statement,  which  he  had  verified,  such  ex- 
planation as  he  was  able  to  afford,  and  which  explanation  was,  to 
some  extent,  satisfactory,  as  he  was  relieved  of  one  of  the  two 
charges  contained  in  the  citation  of  the  30th  of  July,  1870. 

With  reference  to  the  other  charge,  the  Bespondents  served  the 
Appellant  with  a  rule,  dated  the  13th  of  August,  1870,  calling 
upon  him  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  be  suspended  from 
practice,  and  also  as  to  certain  other  charges  which  were  not  con- 
tamed  in  the  citation  of  the  30th  of  July,  1870. 

The  Appellant  appeared  by  Counsel  on  the  27th  of  August, 
1870,  who  read  from  a  written  statement  signed  by  Appellant, 
bat  did  otherwise  orally  address  the  Court.  The  Appellant  also  filed 
affidavits  in  disproof  of  the  allegations  made  against  him ;  and  the 
Bespondents,  constituting  the  Court,  though  they  admitted  having 
too  hastily  assumed  certain  matters  against  the  Appellant  on  the 
previous  day  of  charge,  declared  that  the  Appellant  had  been  guilty 
of  gross  professional  misconduct^  and  passed  an  Order  on  the  27th 
of  August,  1870,  suspending  him  from  practice  for  five  years,  with 
pennission  to  apply  for  restoration  to  practice,  if  accompanied  with 
certificates  of  character,  at  the  expiration  of  such  period. 

The  facts  of  the  case,  as  well  as  the  Orders  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  fuUy  appear  in  the  judgment  of  their  Lordships. 

On  the  5th  of  January,  1871,  the  Appellant  presented  a  petition, 
accompanied  with  grounds  of  appeal,  to  the  High  Court,  for  leave 
to  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  and  the  Court  granted  a 
certificate  aUowing  such  appeal. 

Sir  B.  Palmer y  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  Bush  Cooper,  for  the  Appellant : — 

Contended,  first,  that  as  Mr.  Brandy,  the  Officiating  Judge  of  the 
iffy^Aur  District,  was  fully  competent  to  admonish  Appellant  for  any 

3  C  2 
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J.  o.  misconduct  he  might  have  conceived  he  had  been  gniltj  of  at  the 

1871  time  of  such  alleged  misconduct  occurring,  and  not  haying  exercised 

Nbwtok  such  discretionary  power,  he  acted  illegally  in  forwarding  an  ex  parle 

Thi  Jcdgw  proceeding  to  the  High  Court  reflecting  on  the  Appellant's  profes- 

OF  TOT      sional  conduct,  as  set  forth  in  the  communication  made  by  him  on 
High  Cocbt, 
North-     the  19th  of  July,  1870 ;  that  the  High  Court  proceeding  thereon 

Pbovinou.  1^  ^^  acted  illegally,  especially  in  proceeding  ex  mero  motu  on 
such  communication :  Emerson  v.  Hie  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Newfoundland  (1) ;  and  that  the  Order  or  citation,  dated  the 
30th  of  July,  1870,  being,  therefore,  illegally  issued,  all  proceedings 
thereon  were  cib  initio  void :  secondly,  that  the  High  Court  acted 
illegally  in  proceeding  ex  mero  motu  as  to  the  second  rule  or  Order, 
dated  the  13th  of  August,  1870,  no  one  having  applied  for  such  rule, 
and  all  proceedings  taken  thereon  were  ab  initio  void :  that  the 
matters  set  forth  in  such  second  rule  or  Order  of  the  27th  of  August, 
1870,  being  purely  of  a  private  character  unconnected  with  Appel- 
lant's professional  duties,  and  regarding  which  no  one  had  preferred 
any  complaint,  not  even  Appellant's  Client^  Mrs.  Saunders^^e  High 
Court's  severe  comments  and  Order  were  unmerited  and  illegally 
passed  :  and,  lastly,  that  the  misconduct  imputed  to  the  Appellant 
amounted  at  the  utmost  to  an  error  of  judgment  or  misconception  of 
law,  for  which  professional  men  are  not  subject  to  punishment. 

Mr.  Shapiery  Q.C.,  for  the  Judges : — 

Objected  to  the  competency  of  the  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  as 
it  was  a  criminal  proceeding  the  High  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to 
allow  the  appeal,  referring  to  sect.  30  of  the  Letters  Patent,  17th 
March,  1866,  establishing  the  High  Court  in  the  Norih^Western 
Provinces.  On  the  merits  he  commented  on  Emerson  v.  The  Judges 
of  (he  Supreme  Court  of  NewfouMttand,  and  cited  In  re  Stewart  (2) ; 
Ex  parte  Bayley(3);  Leehmere  Charlton's  Case  (4) ;  Martin's  Case{5). 

^^  Judgment  was  reserved,  and  now  pronounced  by 

Dto  9  

-1-*      Sib  James  W.  Colyilb  : — 

This  appeal  is  brought  by  Mr.  Thomas  Newton,  a  Barrister-at- 
Law  and  an  Advocate  of  the  High  Court  of  Judicature  for  the 

(1)  8  Moore's  P.  C.  Caaes,  167.  (3)  9  B.  &  C.  691. 

(2)  Law  Bep.  2  P.  C.  88.  (4)  2  My.  &  Cr.  342. 

(5)  2  Boss.  &  My.  674,  n. 
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Narih-Weslem  Provinees,  against  two  Orders  of  that  Conrt  dated        j.  0. 
respectively  the  13th  and  the  27th  of  August,  1870.  I87i 

The  particular  terms  of  these*  Orders  will  be  afterwards  con-     kxwtok 
sidered.    It  is  sufficient  for  the  present  to  state  that  they  were  ^    j 
made  in  the  exercise  of  the  power  vested  in  the  Court  by  the  8th      of  the 
section  of  the  Letters  Patent  constituting  it;  and  that  by  the     North-  ' 
latest  of  them  Mr.  Newton  was  suspended  from  practising  as  an    ]Sovui^ 

Advocate  of  the  Court  until  the  further  Order  of  the  Court.        

Liberty  was  at  the  same  time  given  to  him,  at  the  expiration  of 
fire  years  firom  the  date  of  the  Order,  to  apply  for  permission  to 
iBBume  practice,  which,  on  the  production  of  satisfactory  proof  of 
good  conduct  in  the  meantime  (it  was  said),  would  be  conceded  to 
him.  The  effect^  therefore,  of  the  Order  was  to  suspend  Mr. 
Newton  from  practising  as  an  Advocate  of  the  Court,  certainly  for 
five  years,  and  possibly  for  a  longer  and  indefinite  period. 

The  following  are  the  proceedings  which  resulted  in  this  sus- 
penaon: — 

On  the  19th  of  July,  1870,  Mr.  Brandy^  the  officiating  Judge  of 
AUyghur,  forwarded  to  the  High  Court  a  report  of  the  proceedings 
in  hiB  Court  on  an  application  made  by  Mr.  Newton  on  behalf  of 
one  Mrs.  Saunders  for  Letters  of  administration  to  the  estate  of  her 
deceased  Son,  Patersan  Tandy  Sawndere,  imputing  improper  conduct 
to  Mr.  Newton  in  that  matter,  and  submitting  to  the  Court  whether 
such  conduct  was  becoming  a  Barrister.  The  precise  nature  of  the 
charges  against  Mr.  Newton  will  appear  from  the  next  proceeding. 

On  the  receipt  of  this  communication  the  High  Court  passed 
an  Order,  dated  the  30th  of  July,  1870,  caUing  upon  Mr.  Newton, 
on  the  10th  of  August  following,  to  answer  the  matters  stated  in 
Mr.  Bramiy's  Letter  and  report,  whereby  it  had  been  brought  to 
the  notice  of  the  Court  that  he,  Thomas  Newton^  had  been  guilty 
of  grossly  improper  conduct  in  that,  whilst  acting  as  Counsel  for 
one  Mrs.  Saunders,  on  application  to  Mr.  Brandy  for  Letters  of 
administration  of  the  estate  of  her  deceased  Son  to  be  granted  to 
her,  he,  well  knowing  the  said  Mrs.  Saunders  not  to  be  the 
Administratrix  of  the  deceased  Paterson  Tandy  Saunders  estate, 
obtabed  from  the  said  Mrs.  Saunders,  and  indorsed  and  put  in 
circulation,  a  Government  loan  note  for  the  sum  of  Rs.3,000  be- 
longing to  the  estate  of  the  said  Paterson  Tandy  Saunders,  and 
also  certain  other  Government  loan  notes  the  property  of  the  said 
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J.  C.  estate,  the  said  Groyemment  notes  having  been  indorsed  by  Mrs. 

1871  Saunders  as  Administratrix,  although  the  said  Thomas  Netrton  was 

NxwTON  ^^U  aware  that  administration  of  the  estate  and  efTects  of  the  said 

Tm  Judges  -P^^*^  Tandy  Saunders  had  not  been  granted  to  the  said  Mrs. 

OPTHB  Saunders:  whereby  also  it  had  been  brought  to  the  notice  of  the 

North-  Court  that  Mr.  Thomas  Newton  had  been  guilty  of  grossly  un- 


PB^nrm.   proper  conduct  in  the  discharge  of  his  professional  conduct  as  an 

Advocate  in  having  wilfully  deceived  the  said  Mr.  Brandy  in  the 

course  of  the  hearing  of  the  said  application  for  Letters  of  adminis- 
tration, by  informing  him,  on  or  about  the  9th  of  July,  1870,  that 
he  was  greatly  surprised  to  hear  that  the  said  Paterson  Tandy 
Saunders  was  illegitimate,  whereas  he,  the  said  Thomas  Newton^ 
was  well  aware  of  the  illegitimacy  of  the  said  Paierson  Tandy 
Satmders,  with  some  circumstances  of  aggravation  concerning  this 
latter  charge  which  it  is  unnecessary  to  state. 

Mr.  Newton  appeared  before  the  Court  under  this  Order,  and 
made  a  verbal  statement  in  explanation  of  both  charges ;  evidence 
^  was  taken,  and  a  number  of  Letters  were  produced  in  the  course  of 
the  inquiry.  On  its  termination  the  Court  acquitted  Mr.  Newton 
of  the  second  charge,  but  pronounced  his  explanation  in  respect  of 
the-  first  to  be  unsatisfieictory,  in  terms  which  will  be  afterwards 
considered ;  and,  having  commented  on  liis  conduct  in  respect  of 
various  new  matters  which  had  come  out  in  the  course  of  the 
inquiry,  and  on  the  perusal  of  the  Letters  produced,  determined  to 
take  further  proceedings  against  him.  The  result  was  that,  on  the 
13th  of  August,  1870,  an  Order,  being  the  first  of  those  under 
appeal,  was  drawn  up  in  the  following  terms : — 

*  "  In  the  Matter  of  Thomas  Newtony  an  Advocate  of  the  Court. 
It  appearing  to  the  Court  that  the  above-mentioned  Thomas  Newton, 
an  Advocate  thereof,  has  been  guilty  of  grossly  improper  con- 
duct in  the  discharge  of  his  professional  duty  as  an  Advocate  in 
procuring  his  Client,  Catherine  Saunders,  to  indorse,  as  '  Adminis- 
tratrix to  Paterson  Tandy  Saunders'  estate,'  three  Government 
promissory  notes,  of  the  aggregate  value  of  Ks.14,000,  or  three- 
abouts,  viz., No.  ^^-UH  of  1854-1855,  for  Es.1,000;  No.  ^^lij; 
of  1856-1857,  for  Ils.10,000,  both  bearing  interest  at  5  per 
cent.,  and  No.  ^^Ui  of  1859-60,  for  Es.3,000,  bearing  interest 
at  (5^)  five  and  a  half  per  cent.,  and  belonging  to  the  estate  of 
Paierson  Tandy  Saunders,  deceased,  he,  the  said  T?u>mas  Newton 
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veil  knowing  that  the  said  Catherine  Saunders  was  not  the  Admi-       J.  a 
nistiatrix  of  such  said  estate,  and  in  indorsing  and  patting  in  cir-        1871 
-eolation  one  of  the  said  Notes,  to  wit,  the  Goyemment  promissory     Newtov 
note  No.  ""^UU  of  1859-60,  for  the  sum  of  Rs,8,000,  bearing  thi Jubgbb 
interest  at  5^  per  cent    And  also  in  drafting  a  certain  Letter,      ^I^ 
ilated  on  or  about  the  14th  day  of  April,  1870,  and  in  procuring      North- 
the  same  to  be  copied  by  one  Maria  EiU,  and  signed  and  sent  by    pn^^^ 
ihe  said  Catherine  Saunders  to  the  firm  of  CHUanders,  ArfnUhnotj       ""^ 
-&  Co^  of  Calcutlaj  which  said  Letter  contained  a  statement,  or  in- 
troduction, in  the  words  following,  to  wit : — *  With  reference  to 
your  kind  offer  to  advance  money  for  the  coining  Indigo  season,' 
which  statement  or  introduction  was  known  to  the  said  Thomas 
Newton  to  be  false,  and  inserted  with  the  intention  of  inducing  the 
said  firm  of  CKHanderSy  Arbuthnot,  &  Co.^  to  advance  for  the  manu- 
facture of  indigo  certain  moneys,  and  with  the  intention  of  pro* 
<;nring  the  said  Catherine  Saunders  to  pay  to  him  the  said  Hunnas 
Newton  out  of  the  moneys  if  and  when  so  advanced  a  sum  or  sums 
of  money  on  account  of  his  fees  as  an  Advocate,  and  also  in  pro- 
curing employment  as  an  Advocate,  by  means  of  a  threat  con- 
tained in  a  certain  Letter  written  and  sent  by  the  said  Thomas 
Newton  to  the  said  Catherine  Saunders^  and  dated  on  or  about 
the  27th  day  of  January,  1870,  in  the  words  following,  to  wit : — 
^  If  I  do  not  appear  for  you,  I  fear  the  result,  as  I  know  all  the 
particulars ;  and  recollect^  if  the  answer  is  not  properly  put,  you 
may  lose  all  you  have/    And  generally  in  his  behaviour  and  con- 
duct in  connection  with  his  employment  as  an  Advocate  by  the 
said  Caihervne  Saunders^  at  divers  times  in  the  months  of  January, 
February,  March,  April,  May,  June,  and  July,  1870.    Now,  the 
said  Thomas  Newton  is  hereby  ordered  to  attend  at  the  sitting  of 
this  Court,  to  be  held  at  the  Court  House,  AUaJiabad,  on  Saturday, 
the  27th  day  of  August  instant,  at  eleven  of  the  clock  in  the  fore- 
noon, to  shew  cause  why  he,  the  said  Thomas  Newton,  should  not 
be  suspended  from  the  practice  of  his  profession  as  an  Advocate  of 
this  Court  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court" 

Mr.  Newton  duly  appeared  to  shew  cause  against  this  rule ;  and, 
on  the  27th  of  August,  1870,  the  Court  gave  final  judgment  It 
acquitted  Mr.  Newton  on  all  but  the  two  first  charges,  viz.,  the  im- 
pnted  misconduct  in  inducing  Mrs.  Saunders  to  indorse  the  Gk)vem- 
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J.  a  ment  notes ;  and  the  imputed  misconduct  in  causing  her  to  write  the 

1871  Letter  to  CHBanders^Arbtdhnoiy  d  Co. ;  and  finding  that  these  two 

NswTON  charges  had  been  wholly  or  in  part  established  against  him,  passed 

The  Judobs  ^^  Order  of  suspension,  which  is  the  second  of  those  under  appeal 

OF  THB  Exception  was  taken  at  their  Lordships'  Bar  to  this  course  of 

High  Coubt,  ,  _  __  ,        -,      j^  -,        iii#«^iATi 

NoBTH-  procedure.  It  was  argued  first,  that  the  Order  of  the  30tn  of  Jaly,. 
Pb^^(^.  1870,  was  objectionable,  inasmuch  as  it  prejudged  the  Appellant's 
—  case,  by  assuming  that  he  *^  had  been  guilty  of  grossly  improper 
conduct"  Their  Lordships,  however,  are  of  opinion  that,  although 
this  Order  may  not  haye  been  very  happily  worded,  the  true  con- 
struction of  it  is,  that  Mr.  Newton  was  thereby  merely  called  upon 
to  answer  the  matters  stated  in  Mr.  Bramly's  Letter  and  report ; 
such  matters  being,  for  the  sake  of  convenience,  reduced  into  the 
two  formal  charges  of  professional  misconduct  set  forth  in  the 
Order ;  and  that  there  was  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the  Court  to 
prejudge  the  case,  or  to  prevent  Mr.  Newton  from  having  the  full 
benefit  of  any  explanation  of  the  matters  charged,  which  he  might 
be  able  to  offer.  That  this  was  so,  is  shewn,  their  Lordships  think, 
by  the  subsequent  proceedings. 

It  was  next  objected,  that  the  Judges  improperly  placed  them- 
selves in  the  anomalous  position  of  being  at  once  Accusers  and 
Judges ;  and  that  they  ought  to  have  committed  the  conduct  of 
the  proceedings  against  Mr.  Newton  to  some  third  person.  And  in 
support  of  this  latter  proposition,  the  case  of  Emerson  v.  The  Judged^ 
of  ihe  Supreme  Court  of  Newfoundland  (1),  was  cited.  In  that  case, 
whilst  litigation  between  an  Attorney  and  his  former  Client  was 
still  in  some  sort  pending,  though  after  payment  under  protest  of 
the  sum  claimed,  the  Court,  of  its  own  mere  motion,  and  not  on  the 
application  of  the  opposite  party,  and  without  previously  calling 
upon  the  Attorney  to  explain  his  conduct,  served  him  with  a  notice 
to  shew  cause,  within  four  days,  why  he  should  not  be  struck  off  the 
Bolls,  and  refused  to  enlarge  the  rule,  and  give  him  further  time 
to  prepare  his  defence ;  and  on  his  failing  to  shew  cause  within  the 
four  days,  made  the  rule  absolute.  It  is  obvious  that  several  of 
the  circumstances  which  induced  this  Committee  to  reverse  that 
Order,  do  not  exist  in  the  present  case.  It  is,  however,  undoubtedly 
true  that,  in  delivering  their  Lordships'  judgment,  Lord  Eingsdown 
XI)  8  Moore's  P.  0.  Cases,  157. 
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said,  that  an  expltmation  should  have  been  required ;  and  that  J.  C. 

npon  that  explanation  proYiog  insufficient,  *'the  proper  course  1S71 

would  have  been  that  some  person  should  have  been  instructed  on  Nbwtok 

behalf  of  the  Crown,  to  apply  to  the  Court  for  a  rule  for  this  gentle-  ^j^  jinwM 

man  to  shew  cause  why  further  proceedings  should  not  be  taken  "  (1).      of  thx 
-     ,  .  ,         /  «    ,       ,  .       .  1.1,  \  .    High  Coubt, 

Looking  to  the  substance  of  the  objection  as  applicable  to  this      Nobth- 

case,  their  Lordships  think  that  there  is  a  broad  distinction  between    pJJ^cK. 

the  charges  originally  brought  by  Mr.  JBranJy,  and  those  made       """ 

for  the  first  time  by  the  Order  of  the  13th  of  August,  1870. 

The  High  Courts  in  Indda  exercise  peculiar  powers  of  super- 
intendence and  control  over  the  subordinate  Courts,  and  the  pro- 
ceedings therein.  It  was,  their  Lordships  apprehend  in  the  regular 
coTuse  of  practice  that  Mr.  Brambf  should  make  the  report  which 
he  did  make  of  proceedings  in  his  own  Court ;  and  that  he  should 
complain,  if  he  had  ground  of  complaint,  to  the  High  Court  of  the  ^ 

sapposed  mdlaprcuBis  of  a  Practitioner  over  whom  he  had  no  direct 
power ;  but  who^  by  virtue  of  being  an  Advocate  on  the  rolls  of  the 
High  Court,  had  the  right  of  appearing  in  the  Lower  Court ;  and 
their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  the  High  Court  was  perfectly 
justified  in  taking  action  on  that  report  and  complaint,  by  calling 
upon  Mr.  Newton  to  explain  his  conduct 

Whether  it  would  not  have  acted  more  regularly  if  it  had  placed 
the  conduct  of  the  further  proceedings  against  Mr.  Newton  in  the 
hands  of  a  third  party  is  another  question.  But  the  Judges  have 
stated  that  they  had  not  the  means  of  doing  so,  and  their  Lord- 
ships must  Vccept  that  statement ;  and  they  are  disposed  to  think 
that»  even  on  the  authority  of  the  case  cited,  the  omission  to  do 
this  is  not  a  fatal  objection  to  the  subsequent  proceedings. 

Their  Lordships,  however,  cannot  but  regret  that  the  learned 
Judges  of  the  High  Court,  acting  on  Letters  which  came  to  their 
knowledge  in  the  course  of  the  first  inquiry,  should  have  thought 
fit,  on  the  instant  and  without  further  inquiry,  to  frame  new  charges 
against  Mr.  Newton,  and  thus  assume  the  functions  of  Accuser  and 
Judge.  A  very  strong  and  clear  case  may  arise,  in  which  such  a 
course  would  be  justified.  But  the  inconvenience  of  it  is  great ; 
and  the  more  manifest  in  the  present  case,  inasmuch  as  the  learned 
Judges  found  themselves  obliged,  in  all  but  one  instancCi  to 
(I)  8  Moore'B  P.  C.  Cases,  167. 
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j.C.       abandon  the  charges  which  they  themselves  had  on  the  first  im- 

1871       pression  suggested  and  framed. 

Nbwtok         Theur  Lordships  have  deemed  it  right  to  make  these  observa- 

The  Juwm  *^^^  ^^  *^®  questions  of  form  which  have  been  ndsed  before  them. 

OF  THE      To  decide,  however,  such  a  case  as  this  upon  a  question  of  form 

NoBTH-  '  would  be  far  from  satisfactory ;  and  they,  therefore,  proceed  to 

Pb^^^    consider  it  upon  its  merits. 

—  They  are  relieved  from  the  necessity  of  considering  any  but  the 

two  charges  upon  which  Mr.  Newton  was  finally  suspended.  Of 
the  second  of  the  original  charges  he  was  acquitted  on  the  first 
proceeding  against  him.  Of  all  but  two  of  the  charges  embraced 
in  the  Order  of  the  13th  of  August,  1870,  he  was  also  acquitted, 
the  Court  being]  of  opinion,  that  though  the  conduct  imputed  to 
Mr.  Newton  by  those  charges  may  have  been  inconsistent  with  the 
rules  and  traditions  which  regulate  the  conduct  of  Barristers  iu 
this  Country,  and  may  not  have  been  altogether  unobjectionable 
even  in  India;  it  did  not  amount  to  that  maJa  praais  on  which 
the  Court,  having  regard  to  the  position  and  functions  of  au 
Advocate  in  the  Norih-West  Provinces,  could  fairly  found  any  pro- 
ceeding of  a  penal  character. 

Their  Lordships  propose  to  deal  first  with  the  last  of  the  two 
charges  which  the  High  Court  thought  were  established  against 
Mr.  Newton,  viz.,  that  of  having  counselled  Mrs.  Saunders  to  write 
to  Messrs.  Offlanders,  Arhuthnot,  &  Co.,  the  Letter  of  the  14th  of 
April,  1870. 

The  facts  admitted  or  proved  concerning  this  letter  are  as 
follows : — 

Mrs.  Saunders  was  a  native  woman  who,  after  cohabiting  for 
several  years  with  Mr.  George  Saunders,  an  Indigo  planter,  in  the 
Allyghur  District,  had  been  married  by  him  some  time  before  his 
death.  The  date  of  this  marriage  is  now  ascertained  to  have  been 
the  17th  of  October,  1856.  Under  the  Will  of  her  deceased  Hus- 
band she  seems  to  have  been  tenant  for  life  of  his  indigo  Factory 
and  other  property.  She  had  several  children  by  him,  bom  either 
before  or  after  the  marriage.  One  of  them  was  a  Son,  Paterson 
Tandy  Saunders,  who,  under  his  Father's  Will,  or  otherwise,  was 
possessed  of  several  Government  notes  aggregating  Bs.14,000. 
Another  was  a  Daughter  who  had  been  married  first  to  a  person 
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of  the  name  of  Niehierlein  ;  and  afterwards,  after  having  been  sued       J.  0. 
by  him  for  breach  of  promise  of  marriage,  to  a  Mr.  Kelltf.    Qeorge       1871 
Saunders  had  ^been  indebted  to  Mr.  NtchterleifCs  estate,  which  was     xbwtos 
in  the  hands  of  the  Administrator-Greneral.     Mrs.  Niehierlein^  ^^  j^bs 
before  her  second  marriage,  had  made  a  gift  of  her  share  of  this  ^  o'  ]™ 
debt  to  her  Mother,  or  to  her  Father's  estate ;  but  this  gift  was      Nobth- 
dispnted  by  her  second  Husband ;  and  the  original  debt,  and  the    pa^^^. 

effect  of  Mrs.  Nichierlein^s  gift,  appear  to  have  been,  at  the  begin-        

ning  of  1870,  subjects  of  pending  or  contemplated  litigation.  Mrs. 
Saunders  had  likewise  a  cross  claim  against  Nichierlein^a  estate  for 
the  proceeds  of  indigo  of  a  former  season. 

On  the  15th  of  December,  1869,  Paterson  Tandy  Saunders  died, 
under  age  and  unmarried.  Shortly  after  his  death,  and  on  the 
lOih  of  January,  1870,  Mr.  Newton,  who  had  acted  in  at  least  one 
lawsuit  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Qeorge  Saunders,  and  appears  to  have 
kept  up  friendly  relations  with  the  family,  wrote  to  Mrs.  Saunders 
condoling  with  her  on  the  death  of  her  Son,  and  volunteering,  if 
he  were  not  then  retained  to  act  for  her  in  that  matter,  some 
advice  conceirning  the  litigation  between  her  and  the  Adminis- 
trator-General. 

It  further  appears,  that  she  was  then  pressed  for  money,  and 
that  she  required  funds  both  for  the  purposes  of  the  indigo  Factory, 
and  for  carrying  on  the  suits  pending  or  about  to  be  commenced, 
and  that  in  respect  to  the  latter  Mr.  Newton  was  to  receive  certain 
fees.  In  these  circumstances  she,  under  the  advice  of  Mr.  Newton, 
wrote  and  sent  to  Messrs.  OHlanders,  Arluthnot,  dk  Co.,  Merchants 
of  Caleuita,  the  followiug  letter : — "  Coel  Factory,  AUyghur,  14th 
April,  1870.  Dear  Sirs, — ^With  reference  to  your  kind  offer  to 
advance  money  for  the  coming  Indigo  season,  I  write  to  inquire, 
whether  you  would  place  at  my  disposal  Ils.30,000.  On  hearing 
from  you  I  will  commence  my  Indigo  advances.*' 

On  the  first  inquiry,  that  of  July,  1870,  it  came  out  on  the 
evidence  of  Miss  nUls,  the  Governess  and  amanuensis  of  Mrs. 
Saunders,  that  if  any  money  had  been  received  from  OiUanders, 
Arbulhnot,  dk  Co.,  Mr.  Netoton's  fees  would  have  been  paid. 

Messrs.  OiOander,  Arluthnot,  dk  Co,  however,  declined  to  make 
any  advance,  and  nothing  came  of  the  application  to  them. 

The  Judges  of  the  High  Courts  nevertheless,  saw  fit  to  make 
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J.  a       this  transaction  matter  of  charge  against  Mr.  Newton,    The  view 
1871        of  it  which  they  took  when  they  framed  the  charge  in  respect  of 
Newton     it,  which  is  contained  in  the  Order  of  the  13th  of  Aogast,  1870, 
Thb  Judqis  ^^  ^^8  stated  by  the  acting  Chief  Justice : — **  Again,  yon  induced 
High  Ojubt  ^^  uneducated  woman  whom  you  were  advising,  whether  wisely 
North-     or  unwisely  matters  not,  to  carry  on  certain  litigation,  whereby 
Pboyinoes.    you  hoped  to  secure  to  yourself,  what  I  must  call,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances,  the  exorbitant  fee  of  Bs.3,800,  to  write  to  a  CakuUa 
Firm  a  Letter  drafted  by  you,  containing  a  false  assertion,  whereby 
that  Firm  was  to  be  induced  to  advance  to  Mrs.  SawnderSy  for  the 
purposes  of  her  Indigo  Factory,  certain  moneys,  and  which  moneys 
that  firm  would  naturally  consider  was  to  be  employed  for  the 
legitimate  purposes  of  the  Factory,  whereas  a  large  portion  was  to 
be  paid  to  you  for  the  purposes  of  carrying  on  litigation.    It  is 
abundantly  clear  that  CUUanders,  Arbuthnat,  &  Go.  had  never  pro- 
mised to  advance  moneys  to  Mrs.  Saunders.    That  Lady,  from  her 
manner  to-day,  we  cannot  doubt  had  never  heard  their  names  before. 
The  Court  cannot  but  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  statement 
made  in  the  Letter  to  CHUanders,  Arbuthnot,  &  Co.,  as  to  their  pre- 
vious o£fer  of  assistance  was,  to  your  knowledge,  false,  and  that  it 
was  made  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  money  to  pay  your  fees." 

When,  however,  cause  was  shewn  against  the  rule,  it  came  out 
that  Mrs.  Saundera,  so  far  from  having  never  heard  the  names  of 
Messrs.  GiUandera,  Arhuihnot,  d  Co.,  had  been  in  correspondence 
with  them  at  various  times  between  the  years  1866  and  1870,  and 
had  had  various  business  transactions  with  them.  It  was  further 
urged,  that  the  assumption  that  OiUanders,  Arhuihnot,  &  Co.  had 
offered  to  advance  money  to  Mrs.  Saunders  if  erroneous,  had 
deceived,  and  could  deceive  nobody.  And  the  High  Court  in  its 
final  judgment  of  the  27th  of  August,  1870,  expressed  its  wil- 
lingness to  assume  "  That  it  was  from  information  given  him  by 
Mrs.  Saunders,  that  he  (Mr.  Newton)  introduced  the  passage 
relating  to  a  former  oflfer  of  advances."  The  gist,  therefore,  of 
the  ofience  imputed  to  Mr.  Newton  in  respect  of  this  transaction 
is  reduced  to  this,  viz.,  that  he,  knowing  that  a  portion  of  the 
moneys  to  be  received  from  CHllunders,  Arhuihnot,  &  Co.  was  to 
be  employed  in  payment  of  his  fees,  drafted  for  his  Client  a 
Letter  calculated  to  induce  the  Firm  to  believe  that  this  advance 
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was  sought  for  a  different  purpose.    It  appears  to  their  Lord-       j.c. 
shipsy  after  carefully  considering  all  that  is  said  of  this  matter       1871 
in  the  final  judgment  of  the  High  Court,  that  the  harsh  view  of     kewtok 
the  transaction  there  taken  is  not  borne  out  by  the  facts,  and  that  ^^  Jj^^ 
the  drafting  of  the  Letter  cannot  be  taken  to  constitute  such  grave      of  the 
professional  misconduct  as  would  justify  any  part  of  the  severe      Nobth- 
sentence  passed  on  Mr.  Newton.    The  Letter  is  an  application  in   ^^^^, 

the  most  general  terms  from  an  Indigo  planter  for  an  advance  of       

money  for  the  coming  season.  It  is  clear  that  Mrs.  Saunders  did 
want  money  for  the  purposes  of  her  Factory.  Their  Lordships  are 
not  aware  that  such  an  application  implies  any  undertaking  that 
the  money  if  advanced  is  to  be  eaivmarked ;  is  not  to  be  mixed 
with,  the  general  funds  of  the  Planter ;  and  that  no  part  of  it  is  to 
be  withdrawn,  even  temporarily,  and  applied  to  a  purpose  other 
than  the  cultivation  or  manufacture  of  Indigo.  If  the  lender 
chooses,  he  can  of  course  take  any  security  or  guarantee  he  may 
think  necessary,  in  order  to  have  the  money  set  apart  and  applied 
entirely  to  the  purpose  of  producing  the  crop  on  the  security  of 
which  he  makes  the  advance.  But  here  the  loan  was  declined. 
All  that  is  established  is,  that  Mrs.  Saunders,  pressed  for  money  to 
provide  both  for  carrying  on  her  Factory,  and  for  the  prosecution 
of  a  snit  in  which  she  may  well  have  hoped  to  recover  further 
funds,  wrote  this  Letter  under  Mr.  Newton's  dictation,  meaning  to 
apply  part  of  the  money  in  the  first  instance  to  the  payment  of 
his  fees  in  the  suit.  Looking  to  all  that  is  established  in  respect 
of  this  Letter,  and  to  the  absence  of  any  complaint  on  the  part  of 
any  person  concerning  it,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  the 
Order  against  Mr.  Newton  cannot  be  maintained  on  this  charge. 

They  next  proceed  to  consider  the  graver  charge  against  him  of 
having  induced  or  advised  his  Client  to  indorse  the  Government 
notes  as  Administratrix  of  Paierson  Tandy  Saunders^  when  she  was 
not  entitled  to  assume  that  character.  The  &cts  proved  which 
particiilarly  relate  to  this  transaction  are  as  follows : — 

On  the  5th  of  April,  1870,  Mrs.  Saunders  wrote  to  Mr.  Newton 
inclosing  one  of  the  Notes  belonging  to  the  estate  of  Paierson 
Taindif  Saunders,  and  standing  in  his  name,  being  a  Note  for 
B8.10,000,  and  asking  him  to  get  the  note  renewed  in  her  name, 
and  broken  up  into  ten  Notes  for  B6.1,000  each.    On  the  9th  of 
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J.  G.       April,  1870,  Mr.  Newton  wrote  to  Mrs.  Saunders  to  the  efiEect  that 

1871       he  had  spoken  to  Mr.  Clarice,  the  Treasury  Officer  at  AUyghur, 

NswTON     ^^o  had  informed  him  that  the  Note  could  not  be  renewed,  nor 

Thb  Judo£s  ii^tef^st  paid  upon  it,  until  she  had  taken  out  administration  to 

OF  THE      iier  Son's  estate.    Thereupon  Mr.  Newion  was  instructed  to  make, 

HlQH  COUBT,  * 

North-     and  did  make,  as  Counsel  for  Mrs.  Saunders  in  Mr.  Brawlys  Court, 
Pboyi«^.    ^^  application  for  Letters  of  administration  to  the  estate  of  her  de- 

ceased  Son,  describing  him  as  a  British  subject  who  had  died  a  minor 

and  intestate.  The  date  of  this  application  was  the  2nd  of  May,  1870. 
On  the  6th  of  May,  the  day  before  the  usual  citations  were  issued  by 
the  Judge^  Mr.  Newton,  who  had  advanced  some  small  sums  to  Mrs. 
Saunders,  received  from  her  the  security  for  Bs.10,000,  and  two 
other  GrOYemment  notes  standing  in  Paierson  Tandy  Saunder^s 
name,  and  part  of  his  estate,  all  being  indorsed  by  her  as  Admini^ 
tratrix  of  that  estate.  At  the  same  time  she  executed  to  him  a 
receipt  admitting  the  loan  of  Bs.200,  and  he  executed  to  her 
a  receipt  for  the  Notes;  and  Miss  SUh,  in  her  account  of  the 
transaction,  has  deposed  as  follows:  ''Mr.  Newion  wrote  the  in- 
dorsements in  pencil  on  the  Notes,  and  told  me  to  write  it  small 
on  the  pencil  marks ;  and  I  said  at  the  time, '  Mrs.  Saunders  has 
not  got  the  Administratrixship,  how  can  I  write  that  ?'  and  he  said, 
'  Whatever  blame  there  is  will  fall  on  me.'  I  said  nothing  more. 
I  then  wrote  the  indorsements.    Mrs.  Saunders  signed  them." 

The  indorsements  were  special  to  Mr.  Newion.  One  of  these 
notes,  being  one  for  Bs.3,000,  he  afterwards  specially  indorsed  to  the 
DeZA»  Bank,  and  that  Bank  haying  demanded  in  Caleutta  a  renewal 
of  it,  inquiry  was  made  concerning  the  fact  of  the  grant  of  adminis- 
tration to  Mrs.  Saunders,  and  so  the  transaction  was  brought  to  the 
notice  of  Mr.  Branily. 

In  the  meantime  a  question  had  arisen  in  Mr.  JBramly's  Court 
touching  the  legitimacy  of  Paierson  Tandy  Saunders,  and  whether 
administration  of  his  estate  ought  to  be  granted  to  Mrs.  Saunders 
as  his  Mother  and  next  of.  kin,  or  to  the  Administrator-General  as 
representing  the  Crown.  It  appears  to  be  now  certain  that  Paier- 
son Tandy  Saunders  was  born  out  of  wedlock ;  but  it  is  suggested 
on  behalf  of  Mr.  Newion  that  he  might,  nevertheless,  as  the  Son  of 
a  Scotchman  retaining  his  domicil  though  resident  in  India,  have 
been  made  legitimate  per  subsequens  matrimonium. 
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Their  Lordships  think  that  it  is  fortunate  for  Mr.  Newton  that       j.  o. 
the  determination  of  this  case  does  not  depend  upon  this  point.        i87i 
If  it  appeared  that  Mr.  Newton,  Jmowing  that  Pateraon  Tandy     jji^^jg 
Saunders  was  bom  out  of  wedlock,  had  applied  for  Letters  of  ^    J- 
administration  as  if  the  deceased  had  been  bom  in  wedlock,  and      of  thb 
pending  that  application  had  caused  Mrs.  Saunders  to  indorse  these      Xobth- 
Bills  in  the  character  of  Administratrix  when  she  did  not  possess   pr^^^. 
that  character,  and  had  attempted  to  raise  money  on  tbem  for       """* 
Mrs.  Saunders,  in  the  expectation  that  he  might  ultimately  succeed 
in  showing  that  the  status  of  Paierson  Tandy  Saunders  was  to  be 
regulated  by  Scotch  law,  and  that  under  that  law,  though  bom 
out  of  wedlock,  he  was  legitimate,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion, 
that  his  oondjact  would  have  been  almost  without  excuse.    For  the 
proof  of  legitimacy,  and  of  the  right  of  Mrs.  Saunders  to  adminis- 
tration, and  to  a  beneficial  interest  in  any  part  of  her  Son's  estate, 
would  in  that  case  have  depended  on  the  determination  of  a  dis- 
putable, and  possibly,  very  nice  question,  yiz. : — ^Whether  Mr. 
Oeorge  Saunders,  if  his  domicil  of  origin  were  Scotch,  had  not  lost 
that  domicil,  and  acquired  'an  Indian  domicil  by  settling  as  an 
Indigo  planter  in  India  and  there  dying.    In  the  cases  of  CamfbeU 
y.  Campbell  (1),  and  Munro  y.  Munro  (2),  one  of  the  principal 
issues  wasy  whether  the  Father  of  the  person  whose  legitimacy  was 
in  question  had  retained  his  Scotch  domicil.    And  in  both  cases 
the  facts  on  which  the  issue  was  determined  were  very  different 
from  those  on  which  the  like  issue  would  haye  been  tried  in  the 
case  of  Mr.  Saunders, 

But,  in  tmth,  this  was  not  the  defence  of  Mr.  Newton  in  the 
High  Court,  nor  need  it  be  his  defence  here.  The  case  which  he 
made  there  was  that  when  he  first  made  the  application  for  Letters 
of  administration,  and  when  he  caused  Mrs.  Saunders  to  indorse 
the  Notes,  he  did  not  know  or  believe  that  Paierson  Tandy 
Saunders  was  bom  out  of  wedlock ;  and,  therefore,  had  good  reason 
to  belieye  that  in  a  few  days  she  would  possess  the  character  which 
the  mdorsement  attributed  to  her.  And  this  fact  has  been  found 
in  his  favour  by  the  High  Court.  On  the  occasion  of  the  first 
hearing  the  acting  Chief  Justice  says: — "When  you  procured 
your  Client  to  sign  the  promissory  Notes  as  Administratrix,  you 
(1)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.,  Sc.  182.  (2)  7  CI.  &  F.  842. 
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J.  0.        doubtless  were  under  the  belief  that  she  would  at  once  get  admi- 

1871       nistration  granted  to  her,  and  we,  therefore,  do  not  regard  the  act 

NETm)2i     ^  80  gravely  criminal  as  it  would  otherwise  have  been.     The 

The  Judges  ^P^^i^^  which  we  have  formed  on  the  second  charge,  which  is  made 

OF  THE      against  you  in  the  Judge's  report,  that  you  possibly  were  not  aware 

NoBTH-  '  that  any  impediment  existed  to  the  obtaining  of  the  .administra- 

Pb^!^^^.    tion  by  your  Client,  enables  us  to  assume  in  your  favour  that  when 

—  you  procured  your  Client  s  signature  as  Administratrix,  you  be- 
lieved that  in  a  very  short  time  she  would  be  in  a  position  legally  to 
assume  that  character  and  make  a  good  title  to  her  Son's  property." 
If  the  High  Court  had  found  upon  sufficient  evidence  that 
Mr.  Newton  had  advised  Mrs.  Saunders  to  make  the  indorsements 
as  Administratrix,  knowing  that  she  had  no  title,  or  a  doubtful 
title,  to  obtain  the  grant  of  Letters  of  administration,  their  Lord- 
ships would  have  felt  that  the  sentence  upon  Mr.  Newton  ought  to 
be  confirmed.  But  the  finding  of  the  High  Court  negatives  this 
knowledge ;  and  upon  this  finding  of  the  High  Court,  their  Lord- 
ships feel  that,  although  in  this  matter  Mr.  Newton  has  been  guilty 
of  a  grave  irregularity,  which,  in  their  opinion,  is  well  deserving  of 
censure,  he  has  been  acquitted  of  having  acted  with  the  mciiu 
animus  which  is  a  necessary  ingredient  in  every  fraudulent  act, 
and,  therefore,  that  his  conduct,  though  censurable,  does  not  bear 
the  character  which  the  heavy  sentence  passed  upon  him  would 
stamp  upon  it.  Their  Lordships,  therefore,  however  unwilling  to 
weaken  the  hands  of  the  Courts  of  Iniia  in  repressing  professional 
misconduct  and  maintaining  a  high  standard  of  honour  amongst 
those  who  are  admitted  to  practise  before  them,  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  in  this  case  it  is  their  duty  humbly  to  advise  Her 
Majesty  to  allow  the  appeal,  and  to  reverse  the  last  of  the  Orders 
against  which  it  is  brought,  and  in  lieu  thereof  to  order  that 
the  rule  to  shew  cause  of  the  13th  of  August,  1870,  be  discharged. 
They  do  not  propose  to  recommend  the  reversal  of  that  Order,  in- 
asmuch as  such  reversal  would  imply  that  no  rule  to  shew  cause 
ought  to  have  been  made.  They  make  no  order  or  recommenda- 
tion as  to  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  Oehme. 

Solicitors  for  the  Respondents,  the  Judges :  West  dt  King* 
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WALTER  WARDLE Appeixant;        Ja* 

AKD  1871 


THE  VERT  REVEREND  JOHN  BETHUNE,  \  ^  NovvTi^  20 

•.^.  >  Respondent.  ^'^•^^'^^•^'^ 

em  jualtte )  "^^ 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OP  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR  THE 
PROVINCE  OF  QUEBEC,  CANADA. 

Law  0/  Lower  Canada— Vices  du  id—Art.  1688  0/  Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada 
—Liability  of  Builder^  acting  under  Emplayefs  Architect^  far  dtfeciioe 
fimndaliona  made  hy  preceding  Builder, 

Article  1688  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Lou}er  Canada  enacts  that,  "If  a 
bnildiDg  perish  in  whole  or  in  part  within  ten  years,  from  a  defect  in 
ooDstmction,  or  even  from  the  unfavonrahle  nature  of  the  ground,  the 
Architect  saperintending  the  work  and  the  Builder  are  jointly  and  aeyerally 
liable  for  the  loss."  Such  Article  held  to  be  declaratory  of  the  law  of  Lotffer 
Canada^  as  it  existed  before  the  promulgation  of  the  Code. 

A  Builder,  before  the  passing  of  the  Code,  contracted  to  execute,  in  a 
workmanlike  manner,  all  the  work  requisite  to  be  done  in  building  and 
completing  Christ  Church  Cathedral^  in  Lou?er  Canada,  according  to  the 
plans  and  drawings  made  by  an  Architect,  upon  foundations  already  made 
and  completed  by  a  previous  Builder,  under  the  direction  of  his  Employer's 
Architect,  the  expense  of  which  foundations  the  contract  stipulated  should  be 
estimated  and  allowed  for.  The  Builder  erected  the  Cathedral  in  strict  con- 
formity with  the  contract,  under  the  direction  of  the  Architect,  and  in  a  work- 
manlike manner;  but  the  Tower  of  the  Cathedral,  shortly  after  it  was 
erected,  and  before  the  works  were  completed,  sunk,  and  considerable  damage 
was  done.  The  cause  of  the  sinking  was  found  to  be  the  insufficiency  of  the 
foundations,  as  planned  by  the  original  Architect,  and  constructed  by  the 
former  Builder.  This  defect,  though  not  patent^  might  have  been  dis- 
covered by  the  Builder  of  the  Cathedral,  before  making  the  contract : — Held 
(affirming  the  judgment 'of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Loioer  Canada),  in 
an  action  by  the  Builder  against  his  Empbyer  (the  Employer  claiming  to 
deduct  from  the  contract  price  agreed  to  be  paid  to  the  Builder,  the  amount 
of  his  chaiges  for  repairing  the  damages  caused  to  the  building  by  the  sinking 
of  the  Tower,  through  the  insuffidency  of  theToundations)  that  the  Employer 
was  entitled  to  make  the  deduction,  as  the  Builder  was  responsible  for  the 
defect  in  the  foundations,  and  was  not  freed  from  liability,  either  by  acting 
under  the  directions  of  his  Employer's  Architect,  or  by  reason  of  the  de- 
fcctiye  foundations  being  the  work  of  the  preceding  Builder. 

The  dedoon  in  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Laurie  (1)  adopted. 

1  HIS  iras  an  action  in  which  the  AppeUant,  a  Builder,  was  the 

Plaintiff,  and  the  Bespondent,  the  Defendant 

*  JVesetU !— 81B  James  Williav  Colvilb,  Sib  Joskpr  NaPisb,  Ba&t.,  Sia 
JoBv  Stoabt,  and  Sm  Montaqux  Edwabd  Smitb. 

(1)  1  Low  Can.  Rep.  843 ;  5  Low  Can.  Rep.  65. 
Vou  IV.  3D 
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J,0.  The  declaration  alleged,  in  substance,  that  a  contract,  dated  the 

1871  15th  of  August,  1857,  was  entered  into  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
^^^RDLiB  Defendant,  whereby  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  execute,  in  a  workman- 
Bkthtjk  ^^^^  manner,  all  the  work  requisite  to  be  done  in  building  and 
—  completing  the  Christ  Churdh  Cathedral,  about  to  he  erected  on  a 
piece  of  ground  situate  as  therein  described,  according  to  certain 
plans  made  by  Thomas  8.  Scott,  Architect,  and  in  strict  conformity 
with  the  specifications  forming  part  of  the  contract,  and  with  sudi 
descriptions  and  details  as  should  be  furnished  to  the  Plaintiff  by 
the  Defendant's  Architect  during  the  progress  of  the  works.  That 
by  such  contract  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  provide,  at  his  own  cost, 
all  materials  required  for  the  works,  save  and  except  Caen  stone, 
which  was  agreed  to  be  furnished  to  the  Plaintiff  by  the  Defen- 
dant, as  set  forth  in  the  specifications,  at  a  oertain  price.  That 
by  such  contract  the  various  portions  of  the  works,  were  to  be 
finished  at  times  stated,  the  whole  work  to  be  finished  by  the  1st  of 
August,  1859,  for  the  price  ot  £30,100  currency,  payable  monthly, 
on  the  certificate  of  the  Arohitect  The  declaration  then  alleged  the 
completion  of  the  contract  works  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Architect, 
who  certified  the  same,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  delayed  in 
execution  of  the  work,  for  want  of  Caen  stone,  and  by  reason  of 
divers  other  works  which  he  had  performed  for  the  Defendant  on 
the  Cathedral,  according  to  accounts  filed  and  certified  by  the 
Architect,  to  the  extent  of  £2,500.  The  declaration  contained 
special  counts  for  work  and  labour  done  in  and  about  the  Cathedral 
at  the  Defendant's  request,  by  order  of  the  Architect  in  charge,  to 
cover  all  extra  work,  repairs,  materials,  and  other  works,  not  strictly 
contract  works>  and  the  changes,  alterations  and  deviations  from 
the  plans  under  the  directions  and  written  orders  of  the  Architect, 
and  which  were  certified  for.  Then  followed  counts  for  moneys 
laid  out  for  the  Defendant,  and  the  Plaintiff  claimed  the  sum  of 
£5,000  currency. 

The  Respondent  filed  three  pleas.  The  first  plea  (after  alleging 
that  the  work  was  defective,  and,  in  certain  particulars,  not  well 
done  according  to  the  specifications),  contained  the  following  alle- 
gation as  to  the  insu£Scient  foundations  of  the  Tower :— ''  That  the 
foundations  of  the  building,  and  specially  of  the  Tower  thereof, 
were  and  are  made  to  bear  a  weight  of  not  less  than  eight  tons  to 
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each  superficial  foot,  whereas  the  area  of  such  foundations  ought,  J.  a 

according  to  all  well-acknowledged  rules  in  the  art  of  building,  1871 

to  have  been  so  extended  as  not  to  allow  of  more  than  two  tons  to  w][^u 

be  sustained  on  each  superficial  foot  of  area ;"  and  "  that  in  con-  „   •• 

•  ISJSTUUMJE. 

sequence  of  the  want  of  care,  attention,  and  skill,  on  the  part  of  — 
the  Plaintiff,  and  the  defective,  and  unskilful,  and  unworkmanlike 
manner  in  which  the  Building,  Tower,  and  Spire,  were  constructed 
by  the  Plaintiff,  the  Tower  and  Spire,  shortly  after  their  erection, 
sank  to  a  considerable  extent  and  went  off  the  plumb,  in  con- 
sequence whereof  the  piers,  arches,  and  yarious  other  portions  of 
the  said  building  were  crushed,  the  abutments  of  the  arches  made 
to  expand,  and  push  the  walls  of  the  building  out  of  place,  and 
oat  of  the  plumb,"  &c.  The  plea  then  stated  the  admitted  portions 
of  the  account,  and  set  up  payments  and  deductions,  alleging 
the  amount  of  repairs  caused  by  the  sinking  of  the  Tower  to 
amount  to  $2,902*15,  and  that  it  would  cost  a  larger  sum  to  take 
the  Tower  down  to  the  foundations  and  make  the  necessary  repairs 
—Tiz.,  $30,000. 

The  second  plea  set  up  the  same  facts,  and  claimed  compen- 
sation by  way  of  damages  to  a  greater  amount  than  the  sum 
admitted  by  the  plea  to  be  due.  And  the  Defendant  prayed  that 
the  apparent  balance  due  to  the  Plaintiff  might  be  set  off  against, 
and  be  declared  compensated  and  extinguished  by,  the  sum  of 
$30,000,  as  estimated  for  cost  of  repair.  The  third  plea  raised 
the  general  issue. 

To  these  pleas  the  Plaintiff  by  his  special  answers,  in  substance, 
stated;  that  all  work  done  by  him  was  well  done;  that  the 
allegation  in  the  Defendant's  plea  as  to  the  weight  per  superficial 
foot  sustained  by  the  foundation,  might  or  might  not  be  true ;  that 
the  Plaintiff  had  nothing  to  do  with  making  the  calculations  for 
or  with  the  building  of  the  foundation,  and  was  not  liable  for 
the  same;  and  that  the  repairs  specified  were  done  under  the 
authority  of  the  Building  Committee  by  their  order  and  resolution, 
of  which  Committee  the  Defendant  was  a  member. 

To  these  special  answers,  the  Defendant  by  special  rejoinder,  in 
effect,  set  up;  that  the  consent  of  the  Committee  to  the  repairs 
being  charged  as  extra  work,  was  given  on  the  representations  of 
the  Plaintiff  that  they  would  not  exceed  £80  or  £90. 

3  D  2 
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J.  G.  The  facts  of  the  case,  as  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  were  as 

1871  follows: — 
Wamli  I^  January,  1857,  the  parish  Church  having  been  destroyed  by 
fire  in  1856,  a  Finance  and  Building  Committee,  of  which  Respon- 
dent, the  Hector  and  Dean  otUontrealy  was  a  member,  was  appointed 
under  the  Colonial  Act,  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  176,  to  undertake  the  erection 
of  a  new  parish  Church  and  Cathedral  for  the  City  of  MoniredL  In 
February,  1857,  Mr.  FFtZb,  of  New  York,  was  instructed  by  the 
Committee  to  prepare  certain  plans  for  the  erection  of  the  Cathe- 
dral and  the  execution  of  the  works,  indusive  of  the  foundations 
and  works  relating  thereto.  In  March,  1857,  Messrs.  Brawn  & 
WdUan,  Contractors,  were  employed  by  the  Committee  to  dig  trial 
pits  on  the  site  of  the  proposed  Cathedral,  for  the  purpose  of  test- 
ing the  character  and  fitness  of  the  soil,  and  their  charges  for  so 
doing  were  certified  by  the  Architect  and  paid  by  the  Committee. 
Mr.  WiUs,  the  Architect,  died,  and  the  Committee  then  appointed 
in  his  place  Mr.  T.  8.  SeoU,  of  Montreal^  whom  they  required  to 
follow  the  plans  of  Mr.  TFtZb,  and  to  prepare  any  other  plans  that 
might  become  necessary.  Messrs.  Brown  &  Waiaan  tendered  for 
building  the  foundations  of  the  Cathedral,  and  their  tenders  having 
been  accepted,  they  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  Bespondent, 
by  which  they  agreed  to  execute,  in  a  good  and  workmanlike 
manner,  and  of  the  best  materials,  according  to  the  plans  of  WtUs^ 
and  in  conformity  with  the  specifications  annexed  to  the  contract, 
and  with  such  descriptions  and  details  as  might  be  furnished  to 
them  during  the  progress  of  the  works,  the  whole  and  every  part 
of  the  excavators'  and  masons'  work  required  to  be  done,  and 
requisite  and  necessary  to  be  done,  in  erecting  and  building  the 
foundation  walls  of  the  Cathedral. 

A  subsequent  tender  of  the  same  Builders  was  accepted  on  the 
18th  of  May,  1857,  by  which  they  agreed  to  build  the  walls  of  the 
Cathedral  to  a  height  of  2  feet  6  inches  above  the  height  pre- 
viously provided  for.  Both  these  contracts  were  carried  out  and 
completed  by  the  middle  of  July  in  the  same  year. 

The  Committee,  desiring  to  proceed  with  the  erection  of  the 
Cathedral,  advertised  for  tenders  for  the  erection  of  Chrid  Churdi 
Cathedralf  and  announced  that  plans  and  specifications  could  be 
seen  at  Mr.  l^coWs  offices.    The  specifications  provided,  inter  aJia^ 
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that  ''the  whole  work  executed  on  area  floor  (meaning  the  founda^       j.  o. 
lions)  mnst  be  taken  as  it  stands^  and  allowed  for."  1871 

On  the  29th  of  July,  1857,  the  Appellant  tendered,  undertaking     wlma 
to  provide  necessary  labour  and  materials  and  build  the  Cathedral    g^^^ 

according  to  the  drawings  and  specification  supplied  by  Mr.  SeoU,       . 

for  the  sum  of  £30,100,  which  amount  included  a  sum  of  £1,750 
as  the  value  of  work  already  done  by  Messrs.  Brown  &  WaUon  in 
the  foundations.  The  sum  of  £1,750  the  Appellant  allowed  out 
of  the  £30,100;  his  tender  was,  therefore,  really  £28,350,  and  was 
limited,  as  he  aUeged,  to  the  work  of  the  superstructure,  and  the 
balance  claimed  in  his  action  was  not  due  on  any  work  which  in- 
cluded the  foundations.  The  tender  of  the  Appellant  was  accepted 
by  the  Committee.  On  the  15th  of  August,  1857,  the  contract, 
the  subject  of  the  action,  between  the  Appellant  and  the  Respon- 
dent was  entered  into,  by  which  the  Appellant  agreed  to  **  execute 
and  perform,  in  a  good,  neat,  proper,  substantial  and  workmanlike 
manner,  and  of  the  best  and  most  approved  materials  of  their 
several  kinds,  the  whole  and  every  part  of  the  works  required  to 
be  done  and  requisite  and  necessary  to  be  done  in  erecting,  build- 
ing, and  completing  the  Christ  Church  Caihedrai**  according  to 
**  tbe  plans  or  drawings  thereof  numbered  respectively  from  number 
1  to  35  inclusive,  made  by  T.  S.  8eott,  Esq.,  Architect,  and  in 
strict  conformity  with  the  specifications  thereunto  annexed,  and 
forming  part  and  parcel  of  that  present  contract^"  '^and  also  in 
conformity  with  such  descriptions  and  details  as  might  be  furnished 
to  the  said  Contractor  during  the  progress  of  the  works  by  the 
Architect,**  &c 

The  Appellant  proceeded  with  the  works,  and  during  the  progress 
thereof,  viz.,  in  the  autumn  of  1858,  the  Tower  of  the  Cathedral 
(the  Cathedral  being  cruciform,  the  Tower  in  the  centre)  began 
to  subside,  and  it  gradually  sank  or  settled,  from  time  to  time, 
to  the  extent,  in  the  whole,  of  five  inches,  causing  damage  to  the 
building,  extra  labour,  &c.y  and  delay  in  the  completion  of  the 
contract  The  sinking  or  settlement  was  immediately  brought 
by  the  Appellant  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Architect  and  the  Com- 
mittee, and  the  Appellant  disclaimed  any  liability,  and  ultimately, 
in  August,  1859,  the  Committee  passed  a  resolution  that  the  Appel- 
lant should  bQ  authorized  to  repair  the.  damage  caused  by  the 
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J.  0.       sinking  of  the  Tower,  and  to  charge  for  the  same  as  extra  work. 

1871       The  sinking  of  the  Tower  was  not,  as  the  Appellant  contended, 

^^^^^     in  any  respect  owing  to  want  of  care  or  skill  in  any  of  the  work 

«•         executed  by  him,  but  resulted  entirely  from  the  erroneous  calcula- 

*—  tions  and  unskilful  planning  or  design  of  the  Architect,  Mr.  Wills, 
in  not  allowing  for  the  Tower  and  the  weight  thereof  a  sufficient 
area  of  foundation,  haYing  regard  to  the  character  of  the  soil 
upon  which  it  was  to  be  erected.  The  Appellant  had  no  know- 
ledge of  and  took  no  patrt  in  the  testing  of  the  soil,  or  in  the 
designing  or  planning  or  building  of  the  foundations.  It  was  pro- 
vided by  the  contract  that  the  amount  to  be  paid  the  Appellant 
for  extras  or  additional  work  should  be  certified  by  the  Architect, 
Mr.  Seottf  and  that  such  certificate  should  be  final  and  condusive 
between  the  parties. 

The  Appellant  having  finished  the  work  under  his  contract,  and 
the  extra  work  ordered  during  the  progress  of  the  Cathedral,  the 
Architect,  Mr.  Seott,  certified  on  the  5th  of  September,  1860,  that, 
with  the  exception  of  the  condition  of  the  building  arising  fix>m  the 
sinking  of  the  Tower  and  quality  of  the  Caen  stone,  the  liability  as 
to  which  latter  item  he  left  to  the  Committee,  the  Appellant  had 
**  completed  his  portion  of  contract  for  the  erection  of  the  above 
building  according  to  plan$  and  specifications  drawn  out  by  the 
late  Frank  WHk,  and  himself."  He  certified  likewise  the  amount 
due  to  the  Appellant  for  extras. 

A  further  matter  in  dispute  between  the  Appellant  and  the 
Bespondent  related  to  the  Caen  stone  used  in  the  building  of  the 
Cathedral.  The  specification  incorporated  in  the  contract  between 
the  Appellant  and  the  Bespondent  on  the  15th  of  August,  1857, 
provided  that  the  Bespondent  should  supply  to  the  Appellant  the 
Caen  stone  required  for  the  works  at  33.  M  per  cubic  foot, 
measured  in  the  block  on  the  ground.  The  Caen  stone  was 
supplied  by  the  Bespondent  in  blocks  accordingly  to  the  Appel* 
lant,  and,  as  appeared  by  the  evidence,  was  of  bad  quality,  and 
unavoidably  caused  extra  waste  in  cutting,  rendering  necessary 
much  extra  labour  upon  such  stone,  and  causing,  as  alleged,  con- 
siderable delay  in  the  execution  of  the  contract  and  consequent 
loss  to  Appellant 
Another  matter  in  dispute  was  raised  as  to  the  repaini  rendered 


VOL.  IV.]  CASES  m  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  80 

neoessary  by  the  injury  to  the  Cathedral  caused  by  the  sinking  of       j.  o. 
the  Tower  and  the  bad  quality  of  stone.     The  Appellant  insisted^       1871 
first,  that  he  was  under  no  obligation  to  do  those  repairs ;  and,     -wIx^lm 
secondly,  that  he  had  executed  them  (without,  however,  charging    ^   ^* 

any  profit  upon  them)  under  the  orders,  and  with  the  sanction       

of  the  Committee  and  Architect ;  the  Committee  having,  by  a 
Besolution,  dated  the  24th  of  August,  1859,  authorized  the  repairs 
to  be  done  by  the  Appellant,  and  to  be  *'  considered  as  extra  work 
and  charged  for  accordingly."  The  Bespondent  insisted,  first, 
that  the  Appellant  was  legally  bound  to  do  the  repairs  at  his  own 
cost;  and,  secondly,  that  the  resolution  was  given  on  a  ''represen- 
tation "  of  the  Appellant,  communicated  to  the  Committee  by  the 
Architect^  that  the  cost  of  the  repairs  would  not  exceed  £80  or  £90. 

The  Appellant  insisted  that  he  never  made  or  authorized  any 
such  representation,  which,  as  appeared  by  the  evidence,  was  but 
an  approximate  estimate  of  the  Architect,  verbally  submitted  by 
him  in  conversation  with  the  Committee,  and  without  communica- 
tion with  or  knowledge  of  the  Appellant^  and  it  was  objected  before 
the  Court  below  that  the  authority  must  be  collected  from  the 
lesolution  itself,  and  could  not  be  qualified  by  parol  evidence. 

The  repairs  so  done  by  the  Appellant,  amounting  to  about  £750, 
were,  as  the  Appellant  insisted,  substantially  undertaken  and  done 
after  and  in  reliance  upon  the  resolution  of  the  Committee,  and 
were  included  in  the  work  certified  by  the  Architect ;  and  under 
the  terms  of  the  contract  the  Architect's  certificate  for  value  of 
additions  to  the  work  under  the  contract  itself  was  conclusive. 

A  further  question  between  the  parties  arose  from  a  daim  of 
£368. 2a.  6d,  made  by  the  Bespondent  against  the  Appellant,  and 
allowed  by  the  Court  as  and  for  premiums  for  fire  insurance  paid 
by  Respondent. 

The  provision  in  the  specification  as  to  insurance  was  that  ^'  the 
Architect  to  have  power  to  insure  the  Church  for  the  same  amount 
or  sum  that  has  been  advanced  to  the  Contractor,  and  retain  any 
moneys  so  laid  out  from  the  next  or  any  subsequent  payment ; " 
and  a  large  portion  of  these  premiums,  amounting  to  £188  15«., 
was  for  extra  risk,  called  workman's  premium  on  Carpenter's  work, 
not  being  the  Appellant's  work,  in  and  about  the  building. 
The  Superior  Court  at  Montreal  (Mr.  Justice  Monk  presiding), 
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J.  0.  gave  jadgmenty  on  the  24tli  of  February  1862,  dismissing  the  Plain- 
1871  tiff's  claim  for  damages  occasioned  by  the  bad  quality  of  the  Caen 
Wasdia  stone  and  for  delays  caused  by  sinking  of  the  Tower,  &c.,  and  held 
that  the  Appellant  was  responsible  for  the  damage  occasioned  by  the 
sinking  of  the  Tower,  and  that  the  only  sum  which  the  Appel- 
lant had  established  as  due  to  him  under  the  contract  for  extra 
work  was  $3,267*86,  from  which  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to 
deduct  $1,472*50  for  premiums  of  insurance,  leaving  a  balance 
of  $1,795*36  due  to  the  Plaintiff,  against  which  the  Defendant  was 
entitled  to  set  up  in  compensation  the  damage  complained  of;  and 
considering  the  evidence  as  to  such  damage  unsatisfactory,  the 
Court  ordered  ^Hhat  by  Experts  to  be  named  in  due  course  of  law, 
further  evidence  should  be  taken  and  produced  before  the  Court  to 
ascertain  and  determine  how  much  it  would  cost  to  repair  the 
damage  to  the  said  building  caused  by  the  sinking  of  the  Tower, 
and  to  place  the  Cathedral  Church  and  its  Tower,  and  Spire,  in 
the  state  and  condition  in  which  they  ought  to  be  under  the  con- 
tract and  specifications  filed  in  the  action,  in  addition  to  what 
the  Defendant  had  already  expended  in  repairing  three  of  the 
buttresses  of  the  Tower,  and  to  make  their  return  as  should  there- 
after be  determined  by  a  future  Order  of  the  Court" 

From  this  judgment  the  Appellant  appealed  to  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  of  Lower  Canada,  which  Court,  on  the  4th  of  June, 
1864,  consisting  o{  Duval,  C  J.,  Merediih,  Manddei,  and  Badghy,  JJ., 
{Meredith,  J.,  dissenting),  affirmed  the  above  judgment,  and  allowed 
$400  additional  as  the  limited  amount  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
Court,  the  Committee  had  consented  to  pay  for  extra  works  caused 
by  the  sinking  of  the  Tower,  on  the  "representations  of  the  Appel- 
lant and  the  Architect  employed"  that  the  repairs  would  not 
exceed  that  sum,  which  allowance  increased  the  above-mentioned 
balance  of  $1,795*36  to  the  sum  of  $2,195*36. 

In  pursuance  of  the  Order  of  the  Court  of  the  24th  of  February, 
1862,  Experts  were  appointed,  who  made  a  report  (afterwards  set 
aside  for  irregularity)  of  the  amount  incurred  to  repair  the  damage 
to  the  building,  and  ultimately,  on  the  21st  of  February,  1857, 
other  Experts  having  been  appointed,  the  final  report  of  Experts 
of  the  cost  of  repair  was  made  and  homologated  by  the  Court 
estimating  the  cost  at  an  amount  much  in  excess  of  the  apparent 
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balance  of  $2,195*36  found  due  to  the  Appellant,  viz.,  $29,875  j.  c. 
(or  about  £7,500)  plus  £232.  Sa.  9d.,  already  expended  by  the  I871 
Bespondent  in  repairing  three  buttresses  of  the  Tower.  WawTli 

Afterwards,  on  the  17th  of  April,  1867,  the  Superior  Court,    jj^Jj^  ^ 

Mr.  Justice  Berthdot  presiding,  gave  judgment,  holding  the  allow-       

auce  of  $2,195*36  compensated  and  extinguished  by  the  estimated 
damage  of  $29,875,  and  dismissing  the  Plaintiff's  action  with  costs. 

From  this  judgment  the  Appellant  appealed,  on  the  merits,  to  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  with  a  view  of  raising  the  whole  case  before 
the  Court,  and  on  the  9th  of  December,  1868,  that  Court,  consisting 
of  Dt^oZ,  C. J.,  Caron^  Badghy^  and  Brummond,  JJ.  (Mr.  Justice 
Catcn  dissenting)  confirmed  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court. 

From  this  judgment,  and  upon  the  merits  of  the  whole  case,  the 
appeal  was  brought 

Mr.  Eoraoe  Lloyd,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  J.  Morgan  Howard,  for  the 
Appellant: — 

The  questions  raised  by  this  appeal  involve  the  legal  effect,  by 
the  law  of  Lower  Canada,  of  a  building  contract  entered  into  by 
the  Appellant  and  the  Respondent.  The  two  material  points  are : 
first,  is  the  Builder,  acting  under  the  orders  of  the  Architect  chosen 
bj  his  Employer,  under  such  a  con^tract  as  was  entered  into  here, 
liable  ?  And,  secondly,  supposing  him  to  be  so,  is  he  liable  for 
the  defect  in  the  foundations  made  by  a  former  Builder? — the 
works  contracted  for  have  been  performed,  and,  with  the  extras 
occasioned  by  the  sinking  of  the  Tower,  certified  and  approved 
by  the  Architect.  The  contract  must  be  construed  by  the  law 
of  Lower  Canada,  and  though  the  Code  Civil  of  Lower  Canada 
was  passed  and  promulgated  since  the  date  of  the  contract,  and 
would  not,  therefore,  be  the  rule  of  construction,  yet  as  the  enact- 
ments in  the  Lower  Canada  Code  regarding  building  contracts 
are,  m  fact,  similar  to  those  of  the  Code  Civil  of  France,  which 
is  founded  on  the  Boman  Law,  Codex,  Lib.  VHP.,  tit.  xii..  No.  8 ; 
Bonud,  Civil  Law,  B.  I.,  tU.  4,  ss.  8,  9,  the  law  under  that  Code 
is  applicable  to  the  present  case.  Art.  1688  of  the  Code  Civil 
is  declaratory  of  the  existing  law  of  Lower  Canada,  it  enacts 
that,  "  If  a  building  perish  in  whole  or  in  part  within  ten  years, 
from  a  defect  in  construction,  or  even  from  the  unfavourable  nature 
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j.O.  of  the  ground,  the  Architect  superintending  the  work,  and  the 
1871  Builder  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  loss."  This  enact- 
VfAmiM  ^^^^  '^  nearly  identical  with  Art.  1792  of  the  Code  Napoleon,  and 
V*  its  effect  and  interpretation  will  be  found  very  fully  treated  of  in 
—  the  notes  to  that  Article  by  Sirey'a  Comm.  on  the  Code  Napoleon, 
Art  2270|  Tom.  L,  p.  845.  Our  contention  is,  that  as  the  founda- 
tions were  not  contracted  for  or  executed  by  the  Appellant,  he  is 
not  liable  in  respect  of  any  fault  or  defect  in  their  execution,  nor 
for  any  defect  in  the  condition  of  the  soil  upon  which  they  were 
built.  By  the  French  law  the  contract  binds  us  to  put  the  build- 
ing on  the  foundations  as  it  stood,  and,  therefore,  if-^as  it  turned 
out — the  foundations  were  faulty,  the  Appellant  was  not  liable : 
Pinart  el  Aubry  v.  Thierry,  Cour  Boyale  de  Park,  1845,  Jour,  du 
Palais,  Ft  I.,  p.  139;  Cache  y.  BoussiUe;  Sirey,  Beeueil  Oineral 
for  1864,  Pt.  IL,  p.  153;  Bulla  v.  Firino,  Le  Droit,  26th  of 
February,  1870;  BoHeux,  Comm.8ur  le  Code  OivU,  Tom.  VL,p.  187- 
189;  LSpage,  Lois  des  Bdtiments,  Tom.  n.,'pp.  30, 40 ;  except  where 
the  plans  have  specific  defects:  Ville  de  Dijon  y.  RMiiers  Mont- 
feu,  Cour  Boyale  de  Dijon,  10th  of  January,  1816.  In  this  case  the 
plans  and  drawings  of  the  Cathedral  were  not  made  by  the  Appellant, 
but  by  an  Architect  employed  by  the  Bespondent;  the  Architect, 
not  the  Appellant,  therefore,  is  liable  for  the  defect :  Fremy-IAg- 
neviUe^Liyisl.  des  Bdtiments,  Nos.  91-92;  Polhier,  tit.  "Irouo^e," 
Pt.  VII.,  c.  2,  B.  2.  The  passage  in  Polhier  is  expressly  referred 
to  by  the  Codification  Commissioners  in  their  fourth  report,  p.  99, 
upon  which  Art.  1688  of  the  Lower  Canada  Code  is  founded. 
The*  case  of  Pinart  et  Aubry  y.  Thierry,  in  the  Cour  Boyale  de 
Paris,  11th  of  January,  1845,  Jour,  du  Palais,  Pt  I.  p.  139,  is  in 
point.  There  Aubry,  the  Proprietor,  brought  an  action  against 
the  Architect  four  years  after  the  works  were  finished.  It  ap- 
peared by  the  expertise  ordered,  that  the  sinking  or  giying  way 
(affaissement)  of  the  timber  arose  from  the  mauvaise  disposition  des 
plans  de  Charpente,  and  Thierry,  the  Contractor,  was  brought  into 
the  suit  by  the  Proprietor,  who  demanded  a  joint  and  seyeral 
condemnation  against  him  and  the  Architect.  The  Contractor 
pleaded  that  he  had  exactly  conformed  to  the  plans  of  the  Archi- 
tect, Pinart.  The  judgment  held  the  Architect  responsible,  not- 
withstanding his  offer  to  prove  that  the  Propr^et^r  |utd  interfered : 
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Baranff  v.  Taxile,  Paris,  17th  of  November,  1849 ;  Dalloz,  BeeueU  J.  0. 
OirUral  for  1850,  Ft  II.,  p.  206 ;  Oruid  v.  Ledero,  ConseU  cCEtat,  mi 
Sireif,  Beouea  General  for  1857,  Ft.  L  p.  779,  5th  of  Febraary,  ^][^, 
1857 ;  Angroa  v.  Joanne,  Dalloz,  Beeueil  OSniral,  1848,  Pt  II.  ^^^^ 
p.  65 ;  Lamberfa  Case,  decided  by  the  Parliament  of  Aix,  24th  of  — — 
May,  1740 ;  Nouv.  Denizari,  Tom.  IIL,  pp.  312-314.  We  main- 
tain, therefore,  that  the  whole  of  the  work  done  by  the  Appellant 
being  the  sabject  of  a  written  contract,  executed  in  strict  accord- 
ance with  sach  contract,  and  dnly  certified  by  the  Architect^  the 
Contractor,  the  Appellant,  is  exempt  from  all  liability  in  respect  of 
the  defectiye  foandations,  and  that  he  cannot  be  made  answerable, 
either  alone,  or  jointly  with  the  Architect^  for  such  defects.  The 
case  of  Brotm  y.  Laurie  (1),  decided  in  the  Superior  Court  at 
tbiUreaJ,  and  on  appeal  heard  in  hane,  was  referred  to  by  the 
Court  below,  and  will,  no  doubt,  be  relied  on  by  the  Bespondent. 
It  is,  however,  sufficient  to  say  that  that  case  was  not  appealed  to 
this  Tribunal,  and  has  only  the  authority,  if  any,  of  the  Courts  in 
Canada,  and  is  open  to  review ;  it  is  also  observable  that  in  that  case 
the  liability  for  the  vices  du  sol  was  clearly  raised  by  the  pleadings, 
which  it  was  not  in  the  present  case.  With  regard  to  the  claim 
in  respect  of  the  Caen  stone,  and  defects  in  that  supplied  by  the 
Respondent  to  the  Appellant^  the  Appellant  never  agreed  that 
the  stone  upon  the  groimd  at  the  time  of  his  tender  should  be 
taken  as  a  sample  of  that  to  be  subsequently  delivered  to  bim; 
and  he  could  not  be  held  liable  for  any  damage  occasioned  by  the 
badness  of  the  stone  he  was  compelled  to  use.  We  maintain, 
that  the  injury  to  the  Cathedral  not  being  caused  by  the  Appel- 
lant, but  resulting  from  the  soil,  planning,  foundations,  or  bad 
quaUty  of  stone,  for  which  he  was  not  responsible,  he  was  entitled 
to  be  paid  his  claim  for  repairs  rendered  necessary  by  such 
defect^  done  by  him  under  the  authority  of  the  Bespondent ;  and 
that  he  was  entitled  to  compensation  for  loss  on  account  of 
the  damage  occasioned  by  the  defective  nature  of  the  founda- 
tions. 

Sir  Ji.  Palmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  K  Bompas,  for  the  Bespondent : — 
By  the  Canadian  Law,  a  Builder  is  responsible  for  all  defects  in 
(I)  1  Low.  Can.  Bep,  343  j  5  Iiow.  Can.  Rep.  65. 
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J.  a       the  foundations  and  mode  of  construction  of  the  buildings  erected 

1871        by  him.    This  liability  is  not  remoyed  by  the  fact  of  his  acting 

Wai^li     under  the  orders  of  an  Architect  of  his  Employers  and  following 

BvTBTTNB.    ^^  plans.    His  liability  extends  to  the  building  on  insufficient 

foundations,  though  made  by  another  Builder:  Brown  y.  Laurie  (1) ; 

MacdanaJd  y.  David  (2);  Wardle  y.  B€{hune(3).  These  cases 
are  the  rule  for  the  construction  of  Art.  1688  of  the  Ciyil  Code 
of  Lower  Canada.  That  Article  is  not  identical  with  Art  1792  of 
the  C!ode  Ciyil,  though  founded  on  it.  By  the  Code  Ciyil  the 
building  must  be  '* conslruii  a  prix  fait"  and  the  Builder  and 
Architect  are  not  made  '^  jointly  and  seyerally"  liable,  as  by  the 
Lower  Canada  Code;  and  the  authorities  which  seem  in  fayour 
of  the  Appellant  are  to  be  explained  by  their  not  being  con- 
tracts at  a  fixed  price,  and,  therefore,  not  within  the  Art.  1792 
of  the  Code,  but  are  left  to  the  general  law,  as  was  the  case 
of  Cache  y.  BovsiUe,  Strey,  Becueil  OSnSral,  1864 :  cited  by  the 
Appellant  The  case  of  Pinart  et  Avhry  y.  Thierry  was  not  heard  in 
the  Cour  de  CaMation^  and,  therefore,  not  of  the  highest  authority. 
Against  the  authorities  cited  for  the  Appellant  upon  the  present 
French  law,  the  following  authorities  are  to  be  set,  and,  we  submit, 
they  clearly  turn  the  scale:  Pochon  y.  Bowrg  Aehard,  DaUoz, 
Beeueil  OSnSral,  1835,  Ft.  I,  p.  131.  Trophng's  Comm.  on  the 
Code,  Art.  1792,  Tom.  II.,  p.  993,  shews  that  the  Builder's  re- 
sponsibility is  not  remoyed  eyen  by  giying  notice  to  the  em- 
ployer of  the  danger,  and  that  he  must  not  comply  with  his 
employer's  request;  Michel  el  Piedevache  v.  YHh  de  Bennes, 
Dalloz,  Beeueil  GSnSral  for  1839,  Ft  I.,  p.  105,  a  dedsion  of  the 
Cour  de  Caseaiion,  affirming  that  of  the  Cour  Boyale,  and 
shewing  that  the  Builder  is  responsible,  though  he  be  under 
the  absolute  control  of  an  Architect;  so  also  Orivot  y.  Beaufib, 
DaHoz,  BecueU  Gdneral  for  1842,  Pt  II.,  p.  56;  and  Lueas  v. 
Biffot,  DaUoz,  BecueU  General  for  1868,  Ft.  IP.,  p.  160.  It  has 
been  eyen  said  that  the  Builder  cannot,  by  so  stipulating  in  his 
contract,  relieve  himselfof  his  responsibility:  Trophnff^  Tom.  II., 
p.  993.  The  French  law  before  the  Code  NapoUon  is,  if  possible, 
still  more  strongly  against  the  Appellant:  Bouryon,  Coutume  de 

(1)  1  Low.  Can.  Rer.  343 ;  5  Low.  (2)  1  Low.  Can.  Kep.  3G. 

Can.  Rep.  65.  (3)  8  Low.  Can.  Jur.  289. 
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Paris,  Liv.  VI^  tit  2,  ch.  9,  note  8;  Ferrier,  Grand  Gautume       J.  0. 
de  Paris,  Tom.  I^  p.  684,  No.  19,  tit.  "  Prescription;'  Art.  113 ;        mi 
Denisari  (anno  1771)  Tom.  I.,verho  ""Bdiimenta;'  Arts.  10,  11,  12;     wItol« 
the  latter  making  it  dear,  that  the  Builder  was  not  relieved    bj^huni. 

by  following  plans  and  designs;  as  is  also  clear  from  Nowu.        

Bmisart,  Tom.  III.,  p.  814;  and  Merlin,  RSpertoirey  verlo  ^^Bdti" 
menis,*'  ss.  6  and  7.  This  last  authority  expressly  says,  that  the 
Builder  is  liable  for  the  failure  of  the  foundations,  and  Troplong, 
commenting  on  Art  1792  of  the  Code  Napoleon,  is  to  the  same  effect. 
In  the  passage  cited  by  the  Appellant's  Counsel  from  Pothier,  he 
is  not  dealing  specially  with  building  contracts.  In  Laniberfs 
dm,  Nov.  Denisart,  Tom.  III.,  p.  113,  relied  upon  by  the  Appel- 
lant, a  guaranty  is  recognised  of  a  wider  kind  on  the  part  of 
the  Builder  than  mere  responsibility  for  his  own  department  of 
work.  In  Brown  v.  Laurie  (1)  it  was  held  that  the  Builder  is 
responsible  for  the  vices  du  sol,  although  he  be  bound  by  his 
contract  to  follow  certain  plans  and  specifications  under  the 
direction  of  an  Architect  employed  by  the  proprietor.  That 
case  is  on  all  fonrs  with  this  case,  and  virtually  decides  this 
appeal.  All  the  authorities,  both  on  the  old  French  law,  as  well 
as  the  decisions  on  the  Code  OivU,  are  collected  and  commented 
on  in  the  two  several  reports  of  that  case,  and  it  is  certainly  no 
objection  that  it  was  not  appealed  to  this  Oourt  The  last  decision 
of  the  case  in  1854  was  by  the  Court  iu  Banc,  on  appeal  from  tlie 
Superior  Court  at  MonireaL  If  the  obligation  to  answer  for  the 
foundations  is  a  necessary  part  of  the  obligation  to  warrant  the 
stability  of  the  building,  how  can  a  distinction  be  made  between 
a  Builder  building  on  his  own  foundation,  and  a  Builder  building 
on  the  foundation  made  by  another  Builder  ?  And  if  a  Builder  is 
not  relieved  by  following  the  directions  of  the  Architect^  how  can 
he  be  relieved  by  the  fact  that  the  foundations  were  already  laid 
from  the  duty  of  examining  them,  or  even  by  the  fact,  if  that  was 
the  fact  here,  that  the  Bespondent  was  satisfied  with  the  founda- 
tions. The  Codification  Commissioners  for  Lower  Canada  refer  in 
their  fourth  Beport,  p.  99,  art  76,  in  their  original  draft  of  Art 
1688  of  the  Code,  to  Vomat,  Bourjon,  and  Brovm  v.  Laurie,  and 
that  reference  shews  that  Brown  v.  Laurie  was  considered  good 
(1)  1  liOf?.  Can.  Hep.  343,  and  5  Low.  Can.  Bep.  65. 
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law.  The  element  of  public  policy  is  not  to  be  lost  sight  o£  The 
building  contracted  for  has  never  been  accepted  by  the  Bespon- 
Wabdlb  dent,  so  as  to  entitle  the  Appellant  under  the  terms  of  the 
Bethttve.    contract  to  payment  of  the  balance  that  may  be  due  to  him. 


1^  Their  Lordships  reserved  judgment,  which  was  now  pronounced  by 

Jan.  30. 

—       Sir  Joseph  Napier  : — 

This  was  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  of  Lower  Canada  at  Montreal,  in  an  action  that  aro^e  out  of 
a  contract  for  building  the  new  Cathedral  church  of  that  city. 

A  Finance  and  Building  Committee,  of  which  the  Bespondent 
was  a  member,  having  been  duly  appointed,  the  late  Mr.  WHb,  of 
New  Torhf  an  Architect,  was  instructed  by  them  in  February,  1857, 
to  prepare  plans  and  drawings  for  the  erection  of  the  Cathedral 
and  the  execution  of  the  works  thereof,  inclusive  of  the  founda- 
tions and  works  thereto  relating.  These  plans  having  been  pre- 
pared and  approved,  Messrs.  Brown  d  WaUon,  Builders,  of  Jtfbn- 
ireal,  were  employed  to  dig  trial  pits  in  the  site  selected  for  the 
proposed  Cathedral,  for  the  purpose  of  testing  the  character  and 
fitness  of  the  soil  The  charges  for  this  work  were  certified  by 
Mr.  WiUsy  and  paid  by  the  Committee. 

Mr.  WUh  having  died,  Mr.  Thomas  8.  8eoU,  of  Montreal,  on  the 
29th  of  April,  1857,  was  appointed  by  the  Committee  as  their 
Architect,  on  the  understanding  that  the  plans  and  designs  of  Mr. 
WUh  were  to  be  strictly  followed  and  adhered  to,  and  that  all 
other  necessary  plans  were  to  be  made  and  properly  prepared  by 
Mr.  Scott  himsel£ 

Messrs.  Brown  &  Wateon  having  made  a  tender,  which  was  ac« 
oepted,  for  the  execution  of  the  work  of  the  foundation,  a  formal 
agreement  was  entered  into  and  duly  executed  on  the  7th  of  July, 
1856,  by  Broum  &  Watson,  and  also  by  the  Bespondent  It  was 
agreed  that  the  work  was  to  be  done  according  to  the  plans  or 
drawings  thereof  made  by  Mr.  WUh,  and  in  strict  conformity 
with  the  specifications  thereunto  annexed  and  made  part  of  the 
contract 

The  document  containing  these  was  headed,  "  Specifications  of 
Excavators'  and  Masons'  work  required  to  be  done,  and  materials 


Bbtbune. 
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famished,  for  the  foundation  walls  of  Christ  Church  Caihedral^       J.C. 
Montreal  according  to  plans  prepared  by  the  late  Frank  WUhy       1872 
Architect."   It  was  signed  by  Thomas  S.  Scott,  Architect,  and  bears     \vij^L« 
date  in  May,  1857. 

The  work  so  undertaken  was  completed  by  Brown  &  Watson,  in 
accordance  with  their  contract,  and  was  delivered  up  to  the  Com- 
mittee, who  accepted  and  paid  for  it.  The  Committee  next  pro- 
ceeded to  advertise  for  tenders,  "for  the  erection  of  the  Cathedral,*' 
and  announced  that  plans  and  specifications  could  be  seen  at 
Mr.  iScoft'B  oflSce.  It  was  set  forth  in  one  of  these — **  The  whole 
work  executed  on  area  floor  to  be  taken  as  it  stands  allowed  for." 
The  tender  sent  in  by  the  Appellant  was  as  follows : — 
'T  will  undertake  to  provide  all  labour  and  materials  required, 
and  build  Christ  Church  Cathedral  according  to  the  drawings  and 
specification  supplied  by  your  Architect  (Mr.  Scott)  for  £30,600. 
The  above  amount  includes  work  already  done  in  foundations, 
which  I  value  at  £1750.  Also  ibr  filling  up  and  making  good 
ground  round  building  to  the  level  given,  and  levelling  ground  in 
basement  story  as  described,  estimated  at  £250.  The  waste  in 
converting  Caen  stone,  I  calculate  at  l-7th,  or  14i  per  cent. 

(Signed)        «  W.  Wardhr 

This  tender  was  dated  the  29th  of  July,  1857,  and  was  accepted 
on  the  5th  of  August,  subject  to  certain  modifications ;  and,  on  the 
15ih'of  August,  1857,  the  final  contract  for  the  building  of  the 
Cathedral  was  duly  executed  by  the  Appellant  and  the  Bespon- 
dent.  The  former  undertook  to  execute  in  a  proper,  substantial, 
and  workmanlike  manner,  and  of  the  best  and  most  approved 
iiuiterials  of  their  several  kinds,  **  the  whole  and  every  part  of  the 
works  required  to  be  done,  and  requisite  and  necessary  to  be  done, 
lA  erecting,  building,  and  completing  the  Christ  Church  Cathedral 
^  he  erected  on  a  lot  of  ground  situate  and  being  at  the  corner  of 
S.  Caiherine  Street,  Union  Avenue,  and  University  Sired,  in  the 
said  City  of  Montreal,  according  to  the  plans  or  drawings  thereof, 
numbered  respectively  from  number  1  to  35  inclusive,  made  by 
'WuM  flf.  Scott,  Esq.,  Architect,  and  in  strict  conformity  with  the 
^P^fications  thereunto  annexed,  and  forming  part  and  parcel  of 
ft©  present  contract,  and  also  in  conformity  with  such  descriptions 
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j.  G.       and  details,  as  may  be  furnished  to  the  said  Contractor  daring  the 

1S72        progress  of  the  works  by  the  Architect." 
Wabdlb         '^^^  ^^^^  clause  in  the  contract  provided  that  the  works  thereby 
*■         undertaken  should  be  commenced,  prosecuted,  and  completed  under 

—  the  superintendence  of  Thomas  8.  8eoU,  and  to  his  entire  approyal. 
It  was  also  provided  that,  from  the  commencement  of  the  said 
works  until  their  final  completion,  delivery,  and  acceptance,  the 
care  of  the  same,  and  whatever  appertained  or  belonged  thereto, 
should  be  with  the  said  Contractor ;  and  the  said  party  of  the  second 
part  should  not  be  accountable  for  any  part  of  the  said  works,  or 
any  materials  or  anything  connected  therewith,  which  might  happen 
to  be  lost,  stolen,  burnt,  damaged,  or  destroyed  in  any  manner  how- 
soever. And  in  case  of  the  like  occurring  daring  the  progress  of, 
or  before  the  final  completion,  delivery,  and  acceptance  of  the  said 
works>  the  said  Contractor  should,  and  he  did  thereby  engage  to 
repair  and  replace  such  part  of  the  said  works  as  might  happen  to 
be  lost,  stolen,  burnt,  damaged,  or  destroyed,  at  his  own  expense 
and  costs,  and  to  the  entire  exoneration  of  the  said  party  of  tlie 
second  part  (the  Bespondent).  It  was  farther  agreed  that  the 
Contractor  should,  at  his  own  cost  and  charges,  provide  all  mate- 
rials required,  save  and  except  the  Caen  stone,  which  was  to  be 
furnished  by  the  Eespondents,  as  set  forth  in  the  specifications. 

After  some  other  provisions,  to  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  refer 
more  particularly,  there  was  the  following  clause : — **  The  present 
contract  and  agreement  is  thus  made  and  entered  into  for  and  in 
consideration  of  the  price  or  sum  of  £30,100,  &c.,  which  sum  the 
said  party  of  the  second  part  doth  hereby  promise,  bind,  and  oblige 
himself,  &c.,  to  well  and  truly  pay  to  the  said  Walter  Wardle.*^ 

This  included  the  amount  of  the  Appellant's  estimate  of  the 
value  of  the  work  of  the  foundation  that  had  been  executed  by 
Brown  &  Watson. 

The  Appellant  proceeded  to  execute  the  works  in  strict  confor- 
mity with  the  plans  and  specifications,  and  in  a  workmanlike 
manner;  but  the  Tower  of  the  Cathedral,  shortly  after  it  was 
erected,  and  before  the  works  under  the  Contract  were  completed, 
began  to  sink,  and  it  gradually  subsided  and  sank  down  to  the 
depth  of  several  inches,  causing  serious  injury  to  other  parts  of  the 
building,  and  also  causing  extra  expense  and  delay  in  the  comple- 
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lion  of  the  Oontract    The  cause  of  this  sinking,  and  of  the  damage       J.  C. 
consequent  thereon,  was  ascertained  to  have  arisen  from  the  nature       1872 
of  tho  soil  and  the  insuflSciency  of  the  foundation  as  it  had  been     wabdlk 
planned  by  Mr.  WiUa  and  constructed  by  Brown  &  Watson, 

In  this  state  of  things  disputes  arose  between  the  Appellant  and 
the  Building  Committee ;  and  on  the  4th  of  March,  1861,  the 
former  brought  this  action  against  the  Bespondent  to  recover  the 
balance  that  he  alleged  to  be  then  due  to  him.  The  particulars  of 
this  demand  are  stated  in  the  evidence.  The  balance  claimed  was 
£5,000,  which  included  two  disputed  items,  viz.,  £1,468.  lis.  id.  for 
extra  work,  and  £2,586.  Os.  Id.  for  damages  alleged  to  have  been 
sustained  by  the  Appellant  by  reason  of  the  inferior  quality  of  the 
Ga^n  stone  that  was  furnished  to  him  by  the  Defendant  under  the 
contract.  The  Defendant  disputed  the  liability  for  damages  in 
respect  of  the  CcLen  stone,  and  for  so  much  of  the  sums  charged 
for  extra  work  as  was  attributable  to  the  work  that  was  caused  by 
the  sinking  of  the  Tower.  He  made  a  statement  of  the  account 
between  him  and  the  Appellant,  whereby  the  apparent  balance 
due  to  the  latter  was  $1,795*36.  As  to  this,  he  insisted,  in 
his  pleading,  ''  that  the  foundations  of  the  said  building,  and 
Bpecially  of  the  said  Tower,  were  made  to  bear  a  weight  of  not 
less  than  eight  tons  to  each  superficial  foot ;  whereas  the  area  of 
8uch  foundations  ought,  according  to  all  well-acknowledged  rules 
in  the  art  of  building,  to  have  been  so  extended  as  not  to  allow  of 
more  than  two  tons  to  be  sustained  on  each  superficial  foot  of  area ; 
and  that,  owing  to  the  want  of  care,  attention,  and  skill  on  the 
part  of  the  Plaintiff"  (the  Appellant),  '*and  the  defective,  un- 
skilfiil,  and  unworkmanlike  manner  in  which  he  constructed  the 
said  building.  Tower,  and  spire,  and  the  consequent  injury  and 
damage  done  to  the  said  building  generally,  it  would  cost  an 
amount  far  exceeding  the  said  sum  of  $1,795*36,  simply  to 
repair  such  damage,  and  place  the  said  building,  Tower,  and 
spire  in  the  state  and  condition  in  which  they  ought  to  be 
imder  the  said  contract  and  specifications."  He  further  alleged 
"  that  the  said  Tower  and  spire,  owing  to  the  want  of  care,  atten- 
tion, and  skill  on  the  part  of  the  said  Plaintiff,  and  the  defective, 
^kilfdl,  and  unworkmanlike  manner  in  which  they  had  been  so 
constrncted  by  him,  were  still  sinking  and  threatening  to  fall,  so 
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J.  0.       much  so  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  take  the  same  down  to  the 

1872       foundations  and  entirely  reconstruct  the  same,  including  the  said 

Watole     foundations — a  work  which  would  cost,  including  the  repairs  of 

•■         the  building  connected  therewith,  an  amount  exceeding  $30,000." 

—       He  concluded  with  an  averment  that,  by  reason  of  the  premises, 

the  Plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  any  sum  of  money  from 

the  Defendant ;  and  he  prayed  judgment  accordingly. 

To  this  the  Plaintiff  replied,  that  all  the  work  done  by  him  was 
well  and  substantially  done ;  that  the  subsiding  of  the  Tower  did 
not  arise  from  any  cause  over  which  he  had  any  control ;  that  as 
to  the  alleged  defect  in  the  foundations,  he  was  wholly  ignorant 
thereof,  and  that  he  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  calculations  on 
which  the  foundations  were  constructed,  or  with  the  work  of  con- 
structing said  foundations,  and  never  warranted  said  work,  nor  was 
bound  to,  and  was  not  liable,  therefor,  and,  in  fact,  never  saw  the 
foundations. 

The  evidence  disproved  the  allegations  of  negUgence  or  want  of 
skill  on  the  part  of  the  AppeUant  in  the  execution  of  the  work 
done  by  him ;  but  it  showed  that  the  cause  of  the  sinking  of  the 
Tower,  from  the  nature  of  the  soil  and  the  insufficiency  of  the 
foundation,  could  have  been  discovered  and  provided  against,  by 
diligence  and  skill,  before  the  Appellant  entered  into  the  contract 
or  began  to  build. 

From  this  statement  it  is  obvious  that  the  material  question  iu 
the  case  was,  whether  the  Appellant,  as  the  Builder  of  the  Church, 
was  responsible  for  the  damage  that  was  caused  by  the  sinking  and 
subsiding  of  the  Tower?  The  liability  of  the  Bespondent,  in  re- 
spect of  the  inferior  quality  of  the  Caen  stone,  could  only  have 
become  material  if  the  principal  defence  had  failed.  The  case 
came  before  Mr.  Justice  Monk  on  the  24th  of  February,  1862. 
For  the  reasons  stated  in  his  judgment  he  maintained  the  De- 
fendant's plea,  and  overruled  and  dismissed  the  Plaintiff's  demand 
for  damages  occasioned  by  the  bad  quality  of  the  Caen  stone,  and 
for  delays  by  the  sinking  of  the  Tower ;  and  held  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  responsible  for  the  damage  caused  by  the  sinking,  and  that  the 
only  sum  which  the  Plaintiff  had  established  as  coming  to  him  was 
a  balance  of  $1,795*36,  against  which  the  Defendant  was  entitled 
to  set  up  in  compensation  the  amount  to  which  he  was  entitled 
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for  the  damage  of  which  he  complained.    The  amount  was  ordered       J.  o, 
to  be  ascertained  by  a  reference  to  Experts.  1872 

On  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Qaeen's  Bench,  this  judgment  of    wawli 
Mr.  Justice  Monk  was  affirmed  in  the  month  of  June,  1864,  with   b^^j^ 

this  variation,  that,  for  the  reasons  stated  in  their  judgment,  the        

Court  (disaentimte  Mer^tihy  J.)  allowed  to  the  Appellant  the  sum 
of  $400  to  be  by  him  charged  as  and  for  extra  work,  thereby 
making  the  balance  due  upon  the  contract  as  and  for  extra  work, 
the  sum  of  $2,195*36,  leaving  the  same  subject  to  compensation. 

After  various  ineffectual  proceedings  to  get  a  report  of  Experts 
under  the  Order  of  the  Court,  such  a  report  was  at  last  obtained 
and  homologated,  and  a  final  decision  of  the  Superior  Court  was 
pronounced  on  the  17th  of  April,  1867,  by  which  it  was  adjudged 
and  declared  that,  inasmuch  as  it  appeared  from  the  report  of 
Experts,  &c.,  that  the  balance  of  $2,195*86  was  more  than 
compensated,  paid,  and  extinguished  by  reason  of  the  damages 
set  forth  in  the  plea  of  the  Defendant,  and  which  were  occasioned 
to  the  Defendant  by  the  sinking  of  the  Tower  of  the  Cathedral, 
the  Plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  any  sum  of  money  for  the 
causes,  matters,  and  things  in  his  declaration  set  forth;  and, 
therefore,  that  the  action  be  dismissed  with  costs,  except  that  each 
party  was  to  pay  the  costs  of  his  own  Expert. 

On  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  this  judgment  was 
affirmed  on  the  9th  of  December,  1868,  Mr.  Justice  Caron  dis- 
senting. 

The  liability  of  the  Appellant  for  the  damages  caused  by  the 
sinking  of  the  Tower  was  not  taken  to  Uave  been  created  by  the 
contract  into  which  he  had  entered ;  but  it  was  held  that,  by  the 
law  of  Lofcer  Canada,  this  liability  was  imposed  upon  him  in  his 
capacity  of  the  Builder  of  the  edifice  that  he  undertook  to  erect, 
and  that  the  Contract  into  which  he  had  entered  had  neither  ex- 
cluded nor  qualified  the  application  of  the  rale  of  law.  The  case,  on 
appeal,  therefore,  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  depend  on  the  right 
apprehension  and  application  of  this  law,  by  which  a  liability  is 
imposed  on  Architects  and  Builders,  irrespective  of  contract,  that  is 
not  so  imposed  on  them  by  the  law  of  England. 

The  law  is  thus  stated  in  Article  1,688  of  the  Civil  Code  of 
Lower  Canada: — "If  a  Building  perish  in  whole  or  part  within 
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J.  0.  ten  years,  from  a  defect  in  construction,  or  even  from  the  unfavour- 
lg72  able  nature  of  the  ground,  the  Architect  superintending  the  work 
Wi^LB  ^^^  ^^®  Builder  are  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  the  loss/'  In 
Article  1,869  it  is  provided  that,  "  If,  in  the  case  stated  in  the  last 
preceding  Article,  the  Architect  do  not  superintend  the  work,  lie  is 
liable  for  the  loss  only  which  is  occasioned  by  defect  or  error  in  the 
plan  furnished  by  him."  The  Code,  it  is  true,  did  not  come  into 
operation  until  the  Ist  of  August,  1866,  after  the  commencement 
of  the  action ;  but  the  Articles  referred  to  are  declaratory,  and  in 
part,  expressly  founded  on  the  case  of  Broum  v,  Laurie,  which  was 
decided  in  1851  by  the  Superior  Court  at  Moniredl,  aflBlrmed  on 
appeal  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  1854,  and  has  since  been 
considered  to  be  the  leading  case  on  this  branch  of  Canadian  law. 
Mr.  Uoyd  contended  that  this  authority,  although  binding  on  the 
Courts  of  Lotoer  Canada,  was  open  to  review,  and  ought  to  be 
reviewed,  by  this  Board.  But  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that 
a  case  decided  so  long  ago  by  Judges  eminently  conversant  with 
the  law  of  the  Country,  and  that  has  since  been  incorporated  into 
the  Civil  Code,  is  not  open  to  be  reviewed  on  this  appeal. 

It  was  an  action  on  a  contract  for  building  seven  Houses  in  the 
City  of  Monirealy  and  a  balance  was  claimed  to  be  due  on  foot  of 
the  contract.  The  Defendant  set  up  as  a  defence,  that  the  Plaintiff 
not  regarding  his  legal  liability  as  Master  mason,  did  not  excavate 
skilfully  the  foundations,  more  particularly  those  of  the  three 
centre  houses,  but  laid  them  on  a  soft  substance,  so  that  the  walls, 
when  partly  built,  gave  way.  He  then  set  up  his  claim  for  tho 
consequential  damage  against  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiff.  The 
special  reply  of  the  Plaintiff  was,  that  the  contract  bound  him  to 
the  specifications,  plans,  and  drawings,  and  ^'placed  him  under  the 
direction  of  an  Architect  in  charge ;  that  the  depth  of  the  excava- 
tion had  been  particularly  marked  out  on  the  said  plans  and 
drawings,  and  had  been  executed  exactly  as  thereby  required ; 
that  when  the  excavation  had  been  so  made,  a  stratum  of  sand  and 
clay  had  been  found,  which  had  been  carefully  examined  by  the  De- 
fendant and  the  Architect  in  charge,  and  by  them  declared  sufficient : 
that  thereupon  the  foundations  had  been  laid ;  that  it  was  true  the 
three  centre  Houses  had  sunk  a  little  more  than  was  usual,  which 
was  caused  by  a  mossy  earth  under  the  sand  and  clay,  of  which 
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there  was  no  indication ;  but  that  there  had  been  no  want  of  skill       J.O. 
on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  who  had  acted  in  accordance  with  the       1872 
Contract  and  the  special  orders  of  the  Defendant.    The  Court  held,     watole 
that  it  was  sufficiently  shewn  that  proper  precautions  had  not    ..    *• 
been  taken  to  ascertain  the  nature  of  the  ground  by  probing  or       — 
otherwise,  but  that  taking  it  for  granted  that  the  soil  was  all  of 
the  same  character,  there  had  been  an  omission  to  ascertain  the 
fact  in  the  way  in  which  it  ought  to  have  been  ascertained. 

The  reason  of  the  law,  as  it  was  explained  by  Mr.  Justice  Day  in 
giving  judgment,  is  two-fold :  first,  that  the  Employer,  who  is  sup- 
posed to  be  unskilled,  has  a  right  to  expect  that  the  Builder  who 
contracts  to  build  Houses  for  him  will  provide  that  the  foundation 
shall  be  such  that  the  Houses  erected  on  it  shall  stand ;  secondly, 
^  there  is  a  motive  of  public  policy  which  would  subject  the 
Bailder  to  this  risk,  and  renders  it  necessary  that  he  should  take 
extreme  care  in  the  construction  of  buildings."  (1)  The  ancient 
law  of  France  is  that  which  has  prevailed  in  Ixnoer  Canada.  Mr. 
Justice  Day  says,  as  to  this  law,  that  ^*  on  looking  through  the 
Books  anterior  to  the  Code  NapoUan,  the  Court  does  not  find  any 
express  warrantry  for  what  was  called,  in  that  Code,  *  vices  du  soly^ 
but  the  expression  invariably  made  use  of  is,  that  the  Builder  was 
bound  to  warrant  the  solidity  of  the  building,  which  he  could  not 
do  unless  he  warranted  the  solidity  of  the  foundation,  and,  there- 
fore, the  one  warranty  must  be  held  to  include  the  other." 

The  Court  decided  that  although  the  proprietor  employs  an 
Architect  to  supervise  and  direct  the  work,  and  the  Builder  follows 
his  directions,  this  does  not  exonerate  the  Builder  from  responsi- 
bility, but  the  law  holds  him  jointly  and  severally  bound  with  the 
Architect ;  and  that  the  importance  of  guarding  life  and  property 
makes  this  rule  of  law  such  as  not  to  go  beyond  the  strict  bounds 
of  reason.  As  the  Builder  had  not  taken  proper  and  available 
precautions,  and  the  buildings  proved  unsound  because  of  the 
insufficient  foundation,  he  was  held  to  be  liable  for  the  conse- 
quences. 

The  learned  Judge  (Bolland)  who   presided  in  the  Court  of 

Queen's  Bench  when  the  case  came  before  it  on  appeal,  adverts  to 

the  importance  of  establishing  a  rule  certain  for  Architects  and 

Builders,  in  the  execution  of*  works  entrusted  to  them.    He  states 

(1)  1  liow.  Can.  Rep.  348. 
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J.O.  that  the  ancien  droit  FratifatB  itiado  all  the  responsibility  for 
1872  defaults  to  fall  on  the  Builder^  and  especially  those  that  proceeded 
Wabdli  f^^  ^^  nature  of  the  soil,  because  the  Builder  was  bound  to 
know  his  art^  and  to  make  himself  sure  that  the  ground  was  suffi- 
ciently solid  to  sustain  the  Buildings  to  be  erected  The  only 
restriction  attadied  to  this  warranty  was  as  to  its  duration,  which 
was  limited  to  ten  years.  The  rules  established  by  the  new  legis- 
lation in  France,  for  deciding  questions  that  might  arise  on  this 
pointy  were  not  (he  says)  in  force  in  Lower  Canada.  The  old 
French  authorities  were  abundantly  cited  in  the  argument,  and 
considered  by  the  Court 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  the  case  of  Brown  y.  Laurie 
is  a  conclusive  authority  against  the  proposition  that  the  work 
having  been  done  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  and 
under  the  superintendence  of  an  Architect  selected  by  the 
employer,  the  Builder  is  exempted  from  the  liability  which  would 
otherwise  attach  to  him.  It  is,  therefore,  unnecessary  to  examine 
the  French  authorities  on  which  the  learned  Counsel  for  the 
Appellant  relied  in  order  to  establish  this  proposition,  whether 
they  are  cases  decided  on  the  old  law  of  France,  or  on  Article 
1,792  of  the  Code  Napoleon,  which  (it  may  be  observed)  is  not  iden- 
tical in  its  terms  with  Article  1,688  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Canada. 

It  has,  however,  been  argued  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant  that, 
admitting  the  authority  of  Brown  v.  Laurie  to  its  fullest  extent, 
the  case  under  appeal  is  not  to  be  governed  by  it,  inasmuch  as  the 
faulty  construction  in  this  case  was  in  the  foundation  laid  by 
Brown  dt  Watson,  and  that  the  Appellant  cannot  be  held  liable 
for  the  defects  in  their  work.  This  is,  in  fact,  the  ground  on 
which  Mr.  Justice  Caron  dissented  from  the  judgment  of  the  other 
Judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench. 

Their  Lordships  have  not  been  altogether  free  from  doubt  on 
this  point ;  but,  after  a  full  consideration  of  the  learned  and  able 
arguments  and  of  the  authorities  which  have  been  adduced,  they 
have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  judgment  under  appeal  is 
correct,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

The  broad  general  rule  of  law  established  by  the  case  of  Brawn 
V.  Laurie — the  rule  certain  for  Architects  and  Builders  in  the  exe- 
cution of  the  works  entrusted  to  them'(l) — is  that  there  is  annexed 
(1)  5  Low.  Can.  Rep.  69. 
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to  the  contract,  by  force  of  law,  a  warranty  of  the  solidity  of  the       J.  a 
building  that  it  shall  stand  for  ten  years  at  least.    It  was  not       1872 
expressly  decided  whether  this  was  to  be  taken  as  an  absolnte     wab&lb 
warranty,  or  with  an  implied  exception  of   cases  in  which  the 
building  gives  way,  within  the  time,  wholly  or  in  part,  from  caases 
that  could  not  have  been  discovered  or  removed  by  dne  vigilance 
and  competent  skill.   But  this  at  least  was  expressly  decided,  that 
the  approval  and  direction  of  a  supervising  Architect,  or  his 
omission  to  ascertain  the  nature  of  the  soil  of  the  foundation,  by 
kQo\m  and  available  tests,  does  not  exonerate  the  Builder  from 
the  consequences  of  following  such  direction,  or  of  building  on  the 
foundation  without  making  himself  sure  of  its  sufficiency. 

When  there  has  been  a  breach  of  warranty  of  the  stability  of 
the  building,  the  cnua  is  on  the  Builder  to  shew  that  be  is  ex- 
empted from  liability,  by  some  exception  in  his  favour.  It  is  of 
primary  importance  that  be  should  make  sure  of  the  sufficiency 
of  the  foundation  on  which  he  proceeds  to  build,  for  without  a 
Gufficient  foundation  the  warranty  could  not  be  kept.  It  is  an 
inseparable  incident,  an  essential  part  of  the  warranty ;  the  war- 
ranty of  stability  of  the  edifice  includes,  by  necessary  implication, 
the  warranty  of  sufficiency  of  foundation ;  and  such  is  the  law  as 
explained  in  Brawn  v.  Lawrie.  The  Architect  and  Builder  are, 
therefore,  bound  to  provide  whatever  is  essential  to  the  stability 
warranted. 

The  exemption  from  responsibility,  on  the  part  of  the  Builder, 
for  the  breach  of  warranty,  must  be  made  out  (if  at  all)  by  legal 
implication.  There  is  not  in  the  Code  any  express  exception  in 
£iT0Qr  of  the  Builder ;  and  there  is  none  In  his  contract. 

The  exemption  for  which  the  Appellant  contends  is,  in  effect, 
that  whether  the  foundation  was  altogether  insufficient ;  whether 
it  was  constructed  without  the  use  of  known  and  available  tests 
for  ascertaining  tlie  nature  of  the  soil ;  whatever  may  have  been 
the  amount  of  negligence  or  want  of  skill  in  its  construction,  and 
however  practicable  for  him,  before  he  adopted  it  at  his  own  esti- 
mate of  its  value  as  the  basis  of  his  building,  to  have  ascertained 
tliat  it  was,  in  fact,  insufficient  (as  it  then  stood)  for  such  a  pur- 
pose, yet  he  was  in  nowise  concerned  with  the  matter,  and  under 
uo  responsibility  for  the  consequences  of  having  upon  this  foun- 
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J.  G.       dation  erected  the  building  which  he  had  contracted  to  erect  and 

1872       complete,  subject  to  the  warranty  of  stability  annexed  by  law. 

Wardlb     '^^  sustain  his  contention  it  must  be  held  that  the  warranty  of 

^   ^\        8u£5ciency  of  foundation  is  not  included  in  that  of  the  stability  of 

the  building,  except  in  the  case  where  the  Builder  of  the  building 

is  also  the  constructor  of  the  foundation.  But  the  sufficiency  of 
the  foundation  is  an  inseparable  incident  to  the  stability  warranted, 
and  could  not  be  the  subject  of  an  implied  exception.  The  special 
responsibility  for  a  breach  of  the  warranty  has  been  incurred  by 
the  Builder,  not  as  the  Constructor  of  an  insufficient  foundation, 
but  because  the  stability  of  the  edifice  erected  has  in  fact  failed, 
and  the  failure  has  not  been  shown  to  have  been  excused  by  law. 
If  it  were  otherwise,  the  law  might  be  evaded  by  the  contractor 
building  only  upon  a  foundation  completed  by  another  who  was 
under  no  obligation  to  do  more  than  to  realize  what  the  Architect 
had  designed,  or  even  what  the  Employer  alone  may  have  directed. 
The  French  authorities  relied  on  by  the  Appellant,  exclusive  of 
such  as  are  inconsistent  with  what  has  been  decided  in  Brown  v. 
Laurie,  or  such  as  are  under  the  Code  Napolion,  may  be  reduced 
to  those  which  Mr.  Justice  Caron  has  selected  in  support  of  his 
judgment 

It  is  important,  moreover,  to  keep  in  mind  that  the  authorities 
which  exonerate  the  Builder  from  responsibility  for  a  breach  of 
the  warranty,  when  he  acts  under  the  guidance  of  an  Architect, 
are  set  aside  in  Brown  v.  Laurie  on  account  of  the  importance  of 
protecting  property  and  life,  which  makes  it  strictly  reasonable  to 
maintain  the  responsibility  of  Architect  and  Builder  alike.  Ac- 
cordingly, if  the  Builder  thinks  fit  to  trust  to  the  vigilance  or 
skill  of  the  Architect,  without  the  independent  exercise  of  bis 
own  judgment,  he  acts  at  his  own  risk.  He  cannot  escape  from 
liability  when  he  has  omitted  to  use  such  known  and  proper  pre- 
caution as  he  ought  to  have  used  if  he  had  had  the  sole  and 
undivided  responsibility. 

If,  then,  for  the  purpose  of  public  safety,  the  Builder  cannot 
act  upon  the  design  and  under  the  direction  of  the  Architect, 
except  upon  his  own  responsibility  for  the  consequences,  how  can 
it  be  consistently  maintained  that  he  can,  without  incurring  any 
such  responsibility,  adopt  and  act  upon  the  design  of  tb^  foiinda* 


V. 

Bethune. 


VOL  IV.]  OASES  m  TEE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  57 

tion  after  it  has  been  realized  by  the  intervention  of  a  third        J.  a 
party  who  has  been  employed  to  do,  and  has  done,  nothing  more        1872 
than  merely  realize  this  design,  in  conformity  with  the  direction     waudlb 
of  the  Architect  or  of  the  Employer  ?    If  the  public  protection 
requires  that  the  Builder  should  not  act  upon  the  design  in  the 
first  instance,  except  upon  his  own  responsibility,  it  would  seem  to 
be  not  less  requisite  that  he  should  not  be  ei^onerated  from  a  like 
responsibility  if,  after  it  has  been  realized,  he  has  estimated  its 
valae  for  the  purpose  of  his  contract,  and  adopted  it  as  the  basis 
opon  which  he  erects  the  building  which  he  has  contracted  to 
baild,  and  the  stability  of  which  he  is  bound  by  law  to  warrant. 

It  is  further  to  be  observed  with  reference  to  the  French  autho- 
rities, that  not  only  are  those  to  be  excluded  from  consideration 
which  proceed  upon  the  opinion  that  the  Builder  is  not  responsible 
when  he  follows  the  design  or  direction  of  a  supervising  Architect, 
but  also  the  distinction  is  to  be  noted  which  was  well  pointed  out 
by  Mr.  Bompas  in  his  able  argument,  between  cases  founded  upon 
negligence  in  fact  and  those  that  depend  simply  upon  a  breach  of 
the  warranty  of  stability.  There  is  a  further  distinction  between 
the  case  of  a  head  contractor  who  is  the  Master  Builder,  and  that 
of  particular  sub-contractors,  or  distinct  and  separate  Workmen. 

In  the  work  of  Fremy'Liffneville,  lAgidaiion  dea  Bdiimenb,  to 
which  Mr.  Justice  Caron  refers,  the  head  Contractor  is  admitted  to 
be  equally  responsible  with  the  Architect  for  ''  vices  du  sol"  *^  La 
mdi  pMiqw  "  requires,  he  says,  that  they  should  be  so  respon- 
sible. 

Whatever  may  be  said  as  to  ''  vices  de  construction"  in  buildings 
where  separate  Constructors  have  been  employed,  and  the  respon- 
sibility of  each  of  the  Constructors  has  been  confined  to  his  own 
separate  part  of  the  work,  no, authority  has  been  referred  to  which 
shews  that  the  Contractor,  who  is  the  Builder  of  the  edifice,  has 
been  exempted  from  full  responsibility,  when  it  was  practicable  for 
him  to  have  ascertained  beforehand,  by  the  use  of  known  and 
available  tests,  a  defect  that  affects  the  stability  of  the  building 
which  he  has  contracted  to  erect. 

The  case  on  which  most  reliance  has  been  placed  on  behalf  of 
the  Appellant  is  Lamberfs  Case^  reported  in  Denisarfs  collection 
of  new  decisions,  Tom.  iii.  p.  313  [Ed.  1784].    In  that  case  an 


Bbthcke. 
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J.  0.  Architect  prepared  a  plan  of  a  House  which  Lambert^  a  Baker  at 
1872  Marseilles  J  approved.  A  Mason  contracted  to  build  according  to 
W4BDLE  ^^^is  V^^^'  ^^  building  had  been  raised  to  the  first  storey,  under 
the  superTision  of  the  Architect,  who  perceived  the  incapacity  of 
the  Mason,  and  caused  the  contract  to  be  rescinded,  and  a  new 
agreement  was  made  with  another  Mason  to  finish  the  work«  This 
Mason,  under  the  guidance  of  the  Architect,  finished  the  work. 
The  house  soon  after  fell  down.  The  Public  Prosecutor  instituted 
proceedings  before  the  Judges  of  Police,  who  condemned  the  first 
Mason  to  pay  a  fine  of  1,000  livres,  and  suspended  him  Tor  three 
years.  They  acquitted  the  Architect  The  Experts  who  first  in- 
spected the  premises  during  these  proceedings,  reported  that  the 
walls  of  the  foundation  were  not  aplomb;  that  too  soft  Stones  bad 
been  used,  and  that  the  mortac  was  thin.  A  second  set  of  Experts 
added  that  the  fall  of  the  House  was  due  exclusively  to*  the  fault 
of  the  first  Mason.  The  second  Mason  then  sued  the  Employer  in 
the  Civil  Court  of  Marseilles  for  compensation  for  his  work  and 
labour,  and  also  for  damages  for  the  loss  of  his  tools,  &c.,  which 
had  been  lost  in  the  ruins.  The  Employer  cited  the  Architect  and 
the  first  Mason  in  guarantee.  The  Court  condemned  the  Employer 
to  pay  the  second  Mason  the  amount  due  for  his  work,  and  also 
damages  for  the  loss  of  his  tools,,  and  it  also  condemned  the  Archi- 
tect and  the  first  Mason  to  guarantee  the  owner  from  this  condem- 
nation, as  well  as  from  the  damages  suffered  by  him  from  the  fall 
of  the  House.  The  Architect  appealed  against  this  sentence,  which 
was  confirmed  by  the  Parliament  of  Aix  (24th  of  May,  1740), 
except  as  to  the  damages  suffered  from  the  fall  of  the  House. 

There  is  no  report  of  the  arguments  used,  or  of  the  reasons  on 
which  the  judgment  proceeded.  The  second  Mason  who  was  not 
employed  to  rebuild,  but  merely  to  finish  the  erection  of  the 
House,  may  not  have  been  taken  to  be  a  Builder  of  the  edifice, 
subject  to  full  responsibility  within  the  meaning  of  the  law  of 
warranty.  It  was  not  shewn  that  the  default  of  the  first  Mason 
was  such  as  the  second  Mason  ought  to  have  detected  before  he 
began  to  do  his  own  work.  The  second  report  of  the  Experts  is 
rather  to  the  contrary.  The  appeal  was  on  behalf  of  the  Architect 
only ;  as  all  who  were  interested  had  been  made  parties  to  the  pro- 
ceedings, their  equities,  inter  se,  were  adjusted  according'  to  the 
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merita  The  principal  defaulter — the  original  Contractor  for  J.  a 
building  the  House — was  held  responsible  as  well  to  the  public  as  1872 
to  the  parties  who  suffered  hj  his  default.  Wabdlb 

No  rule  or  principle  of  law  can  be  safely  collected  from  th's    Bg^,j,^ 
Report^  that  could  or  ought  to  have  been  considered  as  autboritatiye       — 
in  settling  the  law  of  Lofoer  Canada  otherwise  than  as  it  has  been 
settled  in  the  present  case,  in  which  the  liability  of  the  Architect, 
or  of  Broum  &  Watson,  has  not  been  put  in  issue. 

It  is  not  necessary  for  their  Lordships  to  consider  what  ought  to 
have  been  the  ruling  of  the  Courts  in  Lower  Canada  if  the 
sinking  of  the  Tower,  and  the  consequent  damage,  had  been  shewn 
to  have  been  caused  by  a  latent  defect  in  the  work  done  before 
the  date  of  the  contract  of  the  Appellant,  and  which  he  could  not 
by  the  exercise  of  care  and  skill  hare  discoyered.  It  plainly 
appears  that,  when  he  contracted  to  build  the  Cathedral,  and 
accepted  the  foundation  at  his  own  estimate  of  its  value  as  the 
basis  of  his  work,  he  had  the  means  of  knowing  the  nature  of  the 
soil ;  he  had  the  dimensions  of  the  foundation ;  he  had  the  plans 
of  the  Architect  before  him,  and  he  must  be  taken  to  have  known 
the  nature  and  special  character  of  the  structure  he  was  about  to 
erect.  Applying  his  scientific  knowledge  to  the  subject^  he  ought 
to  have  known  that  this  foundation  was  insufficient  Their  Lord- 
ships, therefore,  are  of  opinion  that  under  the  law  of  Lower 
Canada  he  is  liable,  just  as  he  must  have  been  if  he  had  in  terms 
contracted  to  build  from  the  ground  on  the  bare  site. 

The  parties  concerned  have  proceeded  on  what  proved  to  be 
a  common  error,  but  this  cannot  alter  the  rule  of  law.  To  use 
the  language  of  Lord  Mansfield  as  to  a  rule  somewhat  analogous, 
**  At  first  the  rule  appears  to  be  hard,  but  it  is  settled  on  prin- 
ciples of  policy,  and,  when  once  established,  every  man  contracts 
with  reference  to  it,  and  there  is  no  hardship  at  all."  Barclay  v. 
y  Oana  (1).  The  contract  here  has  been  drawn  up  so  as  not  to 
contain  any  express  provision  with  a  view  to  exclude  or  modify 
the  full  responsibility  imposed  by  the  law  on  the  Appellant*  It 
superadds  special  clauses,  protective  of  the  Employer,  by  which  he 
is  exonerated  from  contingent  liabilities.  The  Appellant  must  be 
assumed  to  have  known  the  law  when  he  entered  into  the  con- 

(1)  3  Doug.  390. 
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J.  0.       tract     Whatever  the  hardship  of  the  case  may  be,  it  is  not  within 

1872       the  province  of  their  Lordships  to  relieve.  Their  duty  is  to  decide 

Wabdlb     ^'hat  the  law  is  by  which  the  case  must  be  governed.     The 

Bbthunb.    pw'^cipal  point  being  thus  decided  against  the  Appellant^  they  do 

not  think  it  necessary  to  say  more  on  the  subordinate  questions, 

and  especially  on  that  relating  to  the  Coeti  stone,  than  that  they 
agree  with  the  Canadian  Courts  in  their  conclusion  on  these 
points,  and  in  the  reasons  by  which  it  is  supported.  Their  Lord- 
ships will,  therefore,  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  that  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from  ought  to  be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal  be 
dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  G.  W.  Barnard. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Bmhoff,  BompaSy  &  Bisehoff. 


J.c*      HELEN  SKINNER Appellant; 

1S71 


AND 

Dec^  12.  SOPHIA  EVELINA  CEDE,  WILLIAM 
ORDE,  CHARLES  GRANT  BARLOW, 
AND  SOPHU  SKINNER 


Respondents. 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE   HIGH  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE,  NORTH- 
WESTERN PROVINCES,  ALLAHABAD. 

Guardian — Ward — Cudody  of  Infant — Bdigion  of  Father — Bdigtous  Educathn 
of  Minor^Acts,  No8,  XL.  <f  1858,  and  IX.  of  1861. 

A  Child  bom  in  India,  whose  Father  was  a  European  British  subject  and 
a  Christian,  must  be  presumed  to  have  the  Father's  religion,  and  his  corre- 
sponding civil  and  social  skUuSy  and  it  is  the  duty  of  a  Guardian  to  bring  up 
his  ward  in  his  Father's  religion. 

An  Infant,  the  Child  of  a  Christian  Father  and  the  issue  of  a  Christian 
marriage,  was  left,  by  the  death  of  her  Father,  of  very  tender  age,  and 
brought  up  by  her  Mother  as  a  Christian  during  her  early  youth.  Her 
Mother,  after  cohabiting  with  a  man  having  a  Wife  and  professing  the 


*  Present  :^SiR  Jamks  William  Colyile,  The  Lord  Jubtiob  Jambb,  The 
LoBD  Justice  Mellish,  Sib  Montague  Edwabd  Smith,  and  Sib  Robrbt 

POBBETT  CoLLIEB. 

Absebsob  :  Sir  Lawbekcb  Perl. 
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Christian  religion,  became,  with  him,  a  Mahomedan,  for  the  purpose,  as  it        J.  0. 
appeared,  of  giving  l^al  efifect  to  a  Mahomedan  marriage  between  them,         ^gy. 
bat  which  alleged  marriage  was  not  proved  to  have  been  duly  celebrated.  v^v^ 

The  Infant  after  attaining  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  and  being  with  her      Skinnbu 
Mother,  professed  a  desire  to  become  a  Mahomedan  in  religion,  and  adopted       Qbdr. 
the  Mahomedan  mode  of  life.    The  Courts  in  India  having  been  applied  (o,        — 
under  the  circumstances,  by  her  relatives,  to  remove  the  Infant  from  the 
custody  of  her  Mother,  made  an  Order  under  the  provisions  of  the  Acts, 
Nos.  XL.  of  1858  and  IX.  of  1861,  and  placed  the  Infant  under  a  Christian 
Guardian.    Such  Order,  on  appeal,  confirmed  by  the  Judicial  Committee. 

IN  this  case  special  leave  to  appeal  was  allowed  (1)  from  an  Order 
of  the  Judge  of  Meerui,  dated  the  19th  of  May,  1870,  and  Orders 
of  the  High  Court  of  Judicature  for  the  North-Western  Provinces, 
at  AOahahad,  dated  the  7th  of  July  and  the  16th  of  July,  1870, 
whereby  Victoria  Skinner,  an  Infant  of  the  age  of  fourteen  years, 
was  ordered  to  be  removed  from  the  custody  of  her  Mother,  the 
Appellant,  and  Guardians  of  her  person  and  property  were  ap- 
pointed. 

The  facts  of  the  case,  as  they  appeared  from  the  petition  ard 
evidence  in  the  cause,  were  as  follows : — 

Victoria  Skinner,  the  Minor,  was  the  Daughter  of  George  Skin- 
tier  deceased,  and  the  Appellant  his  Wife.  George  Skinner  wiis 
the  illegitimate  Son  of  a  native  woman  by  a  European  Father. 
During  his  lifetime,  and  at  the  time  of  his  death,  George  Skinner 
professed  the  Christian  religion,  and  he  was  married  to  the  Appel- 
lant in  a  Christian  Church  according  to  the  Christian  rites.  He 
>vas  killed  at  Delhi  at  the  outbreak  of  tlie  mutiny  in  the  year 
1857. 

After  her  Father's  death  Victoria  Skinner  remained  with  her 
Mother  until  she  was  removed  from  her  custody  and  placed  under 
the  care  of  the  Kespondent,  Sophia  Skinner,  by  the  Order  of  the 
Judge  of  Meerut.  Victoria  Skinner  was  entitled  to  a  fortune  esti- 
mated at  Es.lOO,000,  derived  from  an  indigo  estate  (known  as  the 
Skinner  estate),  in  which  her  Father  had  a  share  at  the  time  ot 
his  death.    Her  income  was  stated  to  be  fis.40O  per  mensem. 

It  appeared,  that  in  the  latter  part  of  the  year  1867,  the  Ap- 
pellant formed  a  connection  with  a  person  named  John  Thomas 
John,  who  had  formerly  professed  the  Christian  religion,  but  had 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  45 J. 
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J.  0.        then  recently  become  a  Mahomedan.    He  had  at  that  time  a 

1871        Christian  Wife,  living  at  Agra^  to  whom  he  had  been  married  in 

Skinseq     ^^^  y^Ar  1859,  but  whom  he  deserted  in  order  to  live  with  the 

OttDB.       Appellant ;  and  from  the  year  1867  the  Appellant  continued  to 

live,  and  at  the  respective  dates  of  the  Orders  appealed  from  she 

was  living,  with  him  as  bis  mistress  or  so-called  Wife,  and  it 
appeared  from  the  evidence  that  in  the  year  1869  she  had  a  child 
by  him,  which  died.  It  further  appeared,  that  the  Appellant  never 
professed  any  religion  other  than  Christianity  at  any  time  before 
she  formed  the  connection  with  John  Thomas  John,  She  then 
adopted  and  had  since  professed  Mahomedanism.  Mr.  John^  in  his 
evidence,  stated  that  he  embraced  the  Mahomedan  faith  in  Octo- 
ber, 1867,  and  that  he  contracted  a  Mahomedan  marriage  with  the 
Appellant  on  the  24th  of  that  month,  but  no  Witness  was  called  to 
prove  such  marriage ;  and  he  admitted,  on  cross-examination,  that 
towards  the  end  of  1868,  or  the  beginning  of  1869,  he  denied  the 
facts  of  the  alleged  marriage  and  of  his  change  of  faith  to  the 
Judge  in  whose  Court  he  held  a  situation. 

In  the  month  of  April,  1869,  the  Appellant  and  Mr.  John  re- 
moved Victoria  Skinner^  who  was  then  thirteen  years  of  age,  from 
the  school  at  Meervi  which  she  was  attending,  and  withdrew  her 
from  all  Christian  associations.  It  appeared  from  the  evidence 
that  previously  to  that  time  Victoria  Skinner  had  been  brought 
up  and  treated  as  a  Christian.  She  wore  the  European  costume, 
and  was  not  kept  in  seclusion,  but  regularly  went  to  school,  and 
in  other  respects  conformed  to  European  habits.  From  the  time 
of  her  removal  from  school  in  April,  1869,  her  education  appeared 
to  have  been  totally  neglected.  She  resided  entirely  with  the 
Appellant  and  Mr.  John  in  seclusion  behind  the  purdah^  and  under 
the  influence  of  these  associations,  as  it  was  alleged,  she  was  induced 
to  renounce  Christianity  and  profess  the  Mahomedan  religion. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  Eespondents  presented  a  petition  in 
the  Court  of  the  Judge  of  Meerut  on  the  2l6t  of  March,  1870,  and 
thereby  prayed  that  Guardians  might  be  appointed  to  the  person 
and  property  of  the  Minor,  and  that  an  account  might  at  once  be 
taken  of  the  receipts  and  expenditure  on  behalf  of  the  Minor 
from  the  Appellant  and  Mr.  John.  On  the  22ud  of  March,  1870, 
the  Judge  of  Meervi  made  an  Order,  that  pending  a  final  Order 
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the  Minor  should  be  placed  under  the  temporary  charge  and  custody       j .  o. 
of  the  Bespondenty  Sophia  Skinner.  I871 

The  Appellant  and  Mr.  John  by  their  answers  to  the  petition,     g^^m 
submitted  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the         «• 

Respondent's  application;   that  the  petition  was  presented^  not       

for  the  purpose  of  furthering  Victoria  Skinner's  interests,  but  from 
hostile  feelings  towards  Mr.  John ;  that  the  Appellant  was  not, 
aiid  never  had  been,  Mr.  JohrCs  mistress,  that  a  marriage,  legal 
according  to  Mahomedan  law,  had  taken  place  between  them,  and 
had  been  recognised  by  the  Petitioners ;  that  the  Appellant  and 
Mr.  John  were  not  desirous  of  depriving  Victoria  Skinner  of  edu- 
cation and  Christian  associations,  and  that  her  own  wishes  as  to 
lier  guardianship  and  religion  ought  to  be  consulted.  The  objection 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  was  based  on  the  ground  that  the 
Minor  was  a  European  British  subject,  but  that  objection  was 
OYorruled  by  the  Judge  of  Meend^  Mr.  Q.  D.  TumhuU,  who,  under 
the  Act,  No.  XL.  of  1858,  made  an  Order,  dated  the  19th  of 
May,  1870,  directing  that  the  Minor  should  be  removed  from  her 
Mother's  care,  that  the  charge  of  her  property  should  be  placed 
under  the  Collector  of  the  District,  and  that  another  Guardian 
should  be  appointed  for  her  person,  the  selection  of  such  Guardian 
to  be  made  either  by  the  Court  or  by  consent  of  the  parties  them* 
selves. 

The  Appellant  and  Mr.  John  appealed  against  that  Order  to 
the  High  Courf^f  Judicature  for  the  North-Western  ProvineeSf 
ABahabad.  The  reasons  stated  in  the  petition  were;  first,  that 
the  District  Court  at  Meerut  had  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the 
petition  presented  by  the  Petitioners ;  secondly,  that  the  evidence 
established  that  no  influence  was  used  to  induce  Victoria  Skinner 
to  change  her  religion ;  thirdly,  that  assuming  that  the  Judges 
found  that  undue  influence  had  been  used,  yet  the  exercise  of 
such  influence  was  no  sufficient  reason  for  depriving  the  Mother 
of  the  custody  of  her  child ;  fourthly,  that  it  was  manifest  that 
the  petition  was  presented  not  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the 
interest  of  Victoria  Skinner  ^\mi  from  feelings  of  enmity  entertained 
by  the  Petitioners  against  the  Appellants,  and,  lastly,  that  Victoria 
Skinner  was  entitled  to  select  what  religion  and  what  Guardianship 
she  pleased.   . 
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J.  a  The  appeal  was  heard  before  Mr.  0.  A.  Turnery  officio tiug  Chief 

^871       Justice,  and  Mr.  B.  Spankie,  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  High  Court, 

SKiNMta     who  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  on  the  7th  of  July,  1870. 

OuDK.       •'^y  ^^*^  judgment  the  High  Court  confirmed  the  Order  of  the 

—        Court  below,  so  far  as  it  directed  the  removal  of  the  Minor  from 

the  custody  of  her  Mother,  and  directed  the  appointment  of  a 

Guardian  of  her  person,  but  they  considered  it  desirable  to  cancel 

the  Order  placing  the  property  of  the  Minor  under  the  charge  of 

the  Collector,  and  substituted  for  it  directions  for  the  appointment 

by  the  Court  of  a  Guardian  of  her  property.     The  grounds  upon 

which  the  High  Court  confirmed  the  Order  for  the  removal  of  the 

Minor  from  the  Appellant's  custody  were  thus  stated  in  their 

judgment : — 

"  Whether  or  not  a  marriage  has  been  duly  celebrated  in  ac-  ! 
cordance  with  the  rites  of  the  Mahomedan  law  between  the  Appel- 
lants, that  marriage  could  not  be  regarded  by  a  Christian  as  valid 
during  the  lifetime  of  John  Thomas  John's  Christian  Wife.  Looking 
at  the  matter  from  a  Christian  point  of  view,  Hden  Skinner  is 
living  in  adultery  with  John  Thomas  John,  It  is  also  manifest 
that  the  Appellants  have  worked  upon  the  Minor,  to  induce  her  to 
profess  herself  a  Mahomedan.  Has,  then,  the  Judge  erred  in 
directing  that  the  Minor  be  removed  from  the  custody  of  the 
Mother  ?  "W^e  answer  that  question  in  the  negative.  The  Judge, 
in  the  exercise  of  his  jurisdiction,  under  Act,  No.  XL.  of  1858,  is  in 
our  opinion  justified  in  having  respect  to  the  religion  professed  by 
the  Father  of  a  Minor,  and  in  passing  such  Order  with  regard  to 
the  custody  of  the  person  of  the  Minor  as  he  may  hold  to  be  in 
accordance  with  what  would  have  been  the  Father's  wishes,  had 
he  been  alive  to  express  them.  It  cannot  be  supposed  that  the 
Father  of  the  Minor  would  have  considered  a  woman,  who,  in  his 
view,  would  have  been  leading  a  life  of  adultery,  would  be  a  suit- 
able Guardian  for  his  child,  nor  is  it  to  be  presumed  that  he  would 
have  desired  that  she  should  be  educated  in  a  religion  other 
than  that  which  he  himself  professed.  We  do  not  desire  to  be 
understood  as  holding  that  a  mere  change  of  religion  would  justify 
the  Court  in  removing  a  Child  from  the  custody  of  the  Mother, 
but  where,  under  colour  of  her  change  in  religion,  a  Mother  forms 
a  connection  or  leads  a  life  which,  by  persons  professing  her 
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Husband's  faith,  would  be  deemed  immoral,  we  hold  that  she  J.C. 
thereby  ceases  to  be  a  proper  person  to  be  entrusted  with  the  edu-  1871 
cation  of  her  Child."  Skinnbr 

By  a  further  Order  of  the  High  Court,  of  the  16th  of  July, 
1870,  it  was  ordered,  that  Miss  Seantan^  of  Mussoorie,  be  appointed 
Gaardian  of  the  person  of  the  Minor.  And  it  was  further  ordered, 
that  Miss  Seanlan  should  receive  such  reasonable  remuneration 
for  the  cha^e  of  taking  care  of  and  providing  duly  for  the  educa- 
tion and  maintenance  of  the  Minor,  in  a  manner  suitable  to  the 
fortime  of  the  Minor,  and  in  accordance  with  her  reasonable  wishes, 
88  should  be  determined  by  the  Court  on  the  presentation  of  a 
scheme  for  the  management  of  the  property  by  Mr.  T.  Bailey. 
And  it  was  further  ordered  that  the  relatives  of  the  Minor,  and 
among  them  the  Mother  of  the  Minor,  might  have  reasonable 
access  to  the  Minor  at  such  times  and  seasons  as  might  be  right 
and  convenient,  but  the  permission  thereby  granted  was  expressly 
declared  not  to  extend  to  John  Thomas  John,  alias  Jan  Mahomed, 
claiming  to  be  the  then  Husband  of  the  Mother  of  the  Minor. 

By  another  Order  of  the  High  Court,  on  the  same  day,  Thomas 
Baikjf  was  appointed  Guardian  of  the  property  of  the  Minor,  and 
a  certificate  of  administration  granted  to  him  for  the  purpose,  the 
remuneration  to  be  at  the  rate  of  Bs.d  per  cent,  on  all  such 
snms  as  might  come  into  his  hands  on  the  account  of  the  Minor, 
and  Mr.  Bailey,  at  his  earliest  opportunity,  was  to  inform  the  Court 
of  the  amoxmt  of  income  accruing  from  the  property  of  the  Minor, 
and  should  propose  a  scheme  shewing  the  amount  to  be  expended 
on  the  education  of  the  Minor,  and.  the  amount  (if  any)  which 
might  remain  available  for  investment,  after  disbursing  all  such 
necessary  expenses,  and  also  the  fund,  or  funds,  in  or  upon  which 
any  such  balances  might  be  invested. 

The  Appellant  having  obtained  special  leave  (1),  brought  the 
present  appeal  against  the  Order  of  the  Judge  of  Meerut  of  the 

19th  of  May,  1870,  and  the  Orders  of  the  High  Court  of  the  7th 

and  16th  of  July,  1870. 

Sir  B.  Palmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cave,  for  the  Appellant  :— 

This  is  a  question  involving  the  right  to  the  guardianship  of  an 

infant  Mahomedan,  over  whom  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Courts  in 

(1)  Law  Ecp.  3  P.  C.  4C1. 
Vou  IV.  8  F 
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J.  C.  India  has  been  exercised  under  Acts,  No.  XL.  of  1858  and  IX.  of 
1871  1861.  The  Appellant,  the  Mother  of  the  Infant,  Victoria  Skinner, 
Skinseb  ^^^9  l>y  ^^  Order  of  the  High  Court,  been  removed  from  the  cos- 
Obde.  *^y  ^^^  guardianship  of  her  Daughter,  an  Infant  of  the  age  of 
— -  fourteen  years.  The  second  section  of  the  Minors  Aet^  No.  XL. 
of  1858,  gives  jurisdiction  to  the  Civil  Court  over  the  persons  and 
property  of  Minors  not  under  the  protection  of  the  Court  of  Wards, 
and  not  being  European  British  subjects ;  the  provisions  of  which 
Act  are  extended  by  the  subsequent  Act,  No.  IX.  of  1861.  The 
legal  staiua  and  the  rights  of  the  Minor's  Father  have  been  already 
decided  by  this  Court  in  the  case  of  Barlow  v.  Orde  (1),  where  it 
was  held  that  the  family  in  truth  followed  no  particulai-  religion. 
The  special  leave  to  appeal  was  granted  on  statements  contained  in 
the  petition  of  the  Appellant  supported  by  the  joint  declaration  of 
herself  and  her  Husband,  John  Thomas  John,  but  the  Court  below 
acted  on  the  allegations  contained  in  the  original  petition  of  the 
Bespondents  presented  to  the  Court  of  the  Judge  of  Meerut;  but 
we  insist,  that  the  allegations  contained  in  that  petition  were 
not  proved,  and  that  if  they  had  been,  they  were  not  sufficient 
to  warrant  the  Orders  either  of  the  Court  at  Meerut  or  of  the 
High  Court  The  effect  of  the  Onier  of  the  High  Court  is  to  direct 
that  the  Minor  be  brought  up  in  the  Christian  religion,  against  the 
manifest  wish  and  desire  of  the  Infant  herself,  and  contrary,  as 
we  conceive,  to  the  Law  and  justice  of  the  case.  Now,  tbe 
Father  of  the  Infant  having  appointed  no  Guardian,  and  the  Infant 
being  at  his  death  of  the  age  only  of  one  and  a  half  years,  the 
Mother  was  the  natural  Guardian  for  nurture,  and  was  entitled  to 
the  custody  of  the  Child,  subject,  of  course,  to  the  right  of  the 
Court,  in  its  discretion,  to  interfere  and  direct  its  education,  as 
directed  by  Act,  No.  XL.  of  1858,  sect.  26.  A  Mother  is  only 
removable  on  the  ground  of  immorality :  Bex  v.  OreenhiU(2) ;  ife^- 
V.  Clarke  (3) ;  In  re  Moore  (4)  ;  In  re  Cwiis  (5).  In  the  last  case 
it  was  held,  that  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  not  interfere  with 
the  legal  custody  of  a  child  by  taking  it  from  its  Father,  simply 
with  reference  to  what  was  most  for  the  Infant's  benefit    ^ 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  0. 164.  (3)  7  E.  &  B.  186. 

(2)  4  A.  &  E.  624.  (4)  H  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  (N.  S.)  1. 

(5)  28L.J.(Ch.)4o8. 
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Enkine  Pem/s  Oriental  Cases  in  the  Supreme  Court  ot  Bombay       J.O. 
there  are  two  cases  the  converse  of  that  decided  by  the  High        I87i 
Court,  R^.  V.  Shapuri  Bezonji  (1),  in  that  case  a  Parsee  family     skinnib 
detained  an  infant  Child  from  its  Father  on  the  ground  of  the       qede. 
Father  having  embraced  the  Christian  religion.     The  Supreme        "•* 
Cowt  at  Bombay,  on  a  Writ  of  hcAeas  corpus,  ordered  the  Child  to 
be  given  up  to  the  Father,  and  in  the  case  of  a  Brahmin  convert, 
%.  V.  Nifi>ea  (2),  that  Court  ordered  a  Hindoo  boy  of  twelve  years 
old  to  be  delivered  up  to  his  Father,  and  refused  to  examine  the 
boy  as  to  his  capacity  and  knowledge  of  the  Christian  religion,  or  as 
to  his  wishes  to  remain  with  his  Christian  instructor.    The  assump- 
tion by  the  High  Court  that  the  Appellant  was  leading  an  immoral 
life  was  not  warranted  by  the  facts  of  the  case ;  the  Appellant's 
marriage  with  John  Thomas  John  was  valid,  and  sufficiently  proved. 
It  was  performed  in  the  presence  of  Witnesses,  which  is  all  that 
18  requisite  by  the  Mahomedan  Law :  Hamilton's  Eedaya,  Vol.  I., 
Book  XL,  ch.  I.,  p.  25  [Ed.  by  Grady]. 

It  is  clearly  not  for  the  Infant's  benefit  that  she  should  be  sepa- 
rated from  her  Mother.  The  general  rule  of  English  Courts 
regarding  the  bringing  up  of  the  Infiint  in  the  Father's  religion  is 
not  disputed  :  Austin  v.  Austin  (3) ;  In  re  Newhery  (4) ;  but  that 
rule  is  not  applicable  here,  there  is  no  certainty  what  the  Father's 
faith  really  was :  Barlow  v.  Orde  (5).  Here  the  Infant  is  of  suffi- 
cient age  to  select  for  herself  what  faith  she  prefers,  and  has,  upon 
dne  deliberation,  chosen  the  Mahomedan.  In  In  re  Connor  (6) 
the  Court  refused  to  take  a  Child  of  tender  years  from  the  custody 
of  its  Mother  on  the  ground  that  the  Mother's  religion  difiTered 
from  tbat  of  the  deceased  Father.  The  rule  that  the  Father's 
^ygion  is  to  be  enforced  is  subject  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court, 
whether  or  not  it  is  for  the  welfare  of  the  Child.  In  Stourton  v. 
^ourtan  (7)  it  was  held  that,  whatever  the  religion  of  the  Mother 
is,  provided  she  is  not  immoral,  the  Court  would  not,  when  the 
urfant  is  old  enough,  have  his  religious  views  interfered  with.  Here 
the  Infant  is  of  the  age  of  fourteen  years :  Witty  v.  Marshall  (8). 

(1)  Perry's  Oriental  Cases,  p.  91.  (5)  Law  Bep.  3  P.  C.  451. 

(2)  Ibid.  p.  103.  (6)  16  Jr.  C.  L.  Rep.  (N.  S.)  112. 
(8)  U  Beav.  257,  265.                             (7)  8  De  G.  M.  &  G.  760. 

W  Uw  Rep.  1  Eq,  431.  (8)  1  Y.  &  0.  (N.  R.)  68. 
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J.C.  Mr.  C.  E.  PoOoek,  Q-C,  Mr.  Horace  Davey,  and  Mr.  M.  D.  Chd- 

1871       merSf  for  the  Bespondents : — 
Skinitbr         The  Order  of  the  Judge  at  Meeridy  as  well  as  those  of  the  High 

Obdb.  Court,  were  justified  under  the  Acts,  Nob.  XL.  of  1858  and  IX*  of 
1861,  which  give  ample  jurisdiction  over  Minors  in  such  cases  as 
this.  Tlie  Father  was  undoubtedly  a  Christian,  he  was  married 
according  to  the  form  of  the  Church  of  England,  and  professed 
that  religion  up  to  the  time  of  his  death.  When  the  Father  has  not 
left  any  expressed  direction  as  to  the  religion  in  which  his  children 
are  to  be  educated,  the  Court  will  assume  that  his  wishes  were  that 
they  were  to  be  educated  in  his  own  religion :  In  re  North  (1). 
The  rule  of  the  Engish  Courts,  that  the  Child  should  be  brought 
up  in  the  Father's  religion,  therefore,  is  applicable ;  and  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  Guardian  to  bring  the  Minor  up  as  a  Cliristian,  and 
the  Court  will  control  the  Guardian,  Jones  v.  PotveU  (2),  unless 
there  are  circumstances  which  take  the  case  out  of  the  rule :  Stourlon 
V.  Stourton  (3) ;  Hawkmoorth  v.  Sauiksworth  (4) ;  Jn  re  Darcys  (5) ; 
Reg  V.  aarke  (6) ;  In  re  O'MdOeys,  Minors  (7).  The  English 
law  must  be  the  governing  rule  in  this  case :  Ahraham  y.  Ahra' 
ham  (8).  The  Acts,  Nos.  XL.  of  1858  and  IX*  of  1861,  have 
amply  provided  for  such  a  case  as  this,  and  have  been  properly 
applied  by  the  Courts  below.  Nothing  could  be  more  impolitic, 
as  well  as  inexpedient,  than  that  this  Tribunal  should  interfere 
with  the  discretion  exercised  by  the  Courts  in  India  in  a  matter 
affecting  so  materially  the  interests  of  the  Infant  The  Ma^ 
homedan  law  is  wholly  inapplicable,  as  it  applies  only  when  the 
whole  family  are  Mahomedans.  It  does  not  recognise  such  a  state 
of  things  as  exists  in  this  Country.  The  laws  of  marriage  and 
the  custody  and  control  of  Infants  by  their  Guardians  provide  for 
the  protection  of  a  Minor  so  situated  as  the  Infant  here. 

1871  Their  Lordships*  judgment  having  been  reserved,  was  now 

DmTii.     delivered  by 

The  Lobd  Justice  James  : — 
This  is  an  appeal  from  an  Order  of  the  High  Conrt  of  the 

(1)  11  Jur.  7.  (5)  11  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  298. 

^2)  9  Beav.  346.  (6)  7  E.  &  B.  186. 

(3)  8  De  G.  M.  &  G.  760.  (7)  8  Ir.  Ch.  Rep.  291. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  6  Ch.  Ap.  bi±  (8)  9  Moore's  Ind.  Ap.  CaseF,  237. 
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NorQirWest  Frovinees,  ia  substance  confirming  an   Order  of  the       J.  a 
Judge  of  the  Court  of  Meerut,  removing  an  Infant  ward  and  her       isri 
property  from  the  custody  and  guardianship  of  her  Mother,  the     Skinnm 
Appellant,  and  the  alleged  second  Husband  of  that  Mother. 

The  application  was  made  to  the  Judge  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Indian  Act,  No.  IX.,  1861,  which  are  as  follows: — 

"  1.  Any  relative  or  friend  of  a  Minor  who  may  desire  to  prefer 
any  claim  in  respect  of  the  custody  or  guardianship  of  such  Minor, 
may  make  an  application  by  petition,  either  in  person  or  by  a 
duly  constituted  Agent,  to  the  principal  Civil  Court  of  original 
jurisdiction  in  the  District,  by  which  such  application,  if  preferred 
in  the  form  of  a  regular  suit,  would  be  cognizable,  and  shall  set 
forth  the  grounds  of  his  application  in  the  petition.  The  Court, 
if  satisfied  by  an  examination  of  the  Petitioner,  or  his  Agent  if  he 
appear  by  Agents  that  there  is  ground  for  proceeding,  shall  give 
notice  of  the  application  to  the  person  named  in  the  petition  as 
having  the  custody  or  being  in  the  possession  of  the  person  of 
such  Minor,  as  well  as  to  any  other  person  to  whom  the  Court 
may  think  it  proper  that  such  notice  should  be  given,  and  shall 
fix  as  early  a  day  as  may  be  convenient  for  the  hearing  of  the 
petition,  and  the  determination  of  the  right  to  the  custody  or 
guardianship  of  such  Minor. 

•^2.  The  Court  may  direct  that  the  person  having  the  custody 
or  being  in  possession  of  the  person  of  such  Minor  shall  produce 
him  or  her  in  Court,  or  in  any  other  place  appointed  by  the 
Court,  on  the  day  fixed  for  the  hearing  of  the  petition,  or  at  any 
other  time,  and  may  make  such  order  for  the  temporary  custody 
aud  protection  of  such  Minor  as  may  appear  proper. 

'^3.  On  the  day  appointed  for  the  hearing  of  .the  petition,  or  as 
soon  after  as  may  be  practicable,  the  Court  shall  hear  the  state- 
ments of  the  parties,  or  their  Agents  if  they  appear  by  Agents, 
and  such  evidence  as  they  or  their  Agents  may  adduce,  and 
thereupon  sball  proceed  to  make  such  order  as  it  shall  think  fit  in 
respect  to  the  custody  or  guardianship  of  such  Minor  and  the  costs 
of  the  case." 

The  Judge  accordingly,  after  hearing  the  case  presented  to  him, 
niade  an  Order,  removing  the  Ward  from  the  custody  of  her 
Mother.    An  appeal  from  this  Order  was  presented  to  the  High 
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J.  C.       Coorty  which  Court  pronounced  the  final  Order  now  complained 

1871        of.    The  Act,  IX.  of  1861,  gives  no  farther  appeal,  but  on  the 

Skinkxb     statement  made  to  this  Tribunal  that  the  question  really  involved 

the  religious  education  of  a  Ward,  special  leave  was  given  by  Her 

Majesty,  on  the  recommendation  of  this  Board,  to  prosecute  the 

appeal  now  to  be  disposed  ot 

Several  English  cases  have  been  cited  to  their  Lordships,  and 
one  is  referred  to  and  relied  on  in  the  judgment  of  the  Judge 
of  the  Court  of  Meerut ;  and  it  is,  obviously,  of  very  great  assist- 
ance to  the  Courts  in  India,  and  to  this  Board,  to  see  how,  in  the 
exercise  of  a  similar  jurisdiction  for  the  same  object,  the  Courts 
in  this  Country  have  thought  it  best  to  act  for  the  protection  and 
welfare  of  infant  Wards.  The  course  of  decision  in  the  English  and 
Irish  Courts  of  Chancery  has  been  such  as  to  lay  it  down  as  a 
matter  of  positive  law  of  the  Court,  that  in  the  matter  of  religious 
education  great  and,  in  the  absence  of  controlling  circumstances, 
paramount,  weight  should  be  given  to  the  expressed  or  implied 
wishes  of  the  deceased  Father.  It  was  contended  with  some 
plausibility  before  their  Lordships  that  this  rule  had  its  origin 
in  the  statutory  power  of  English  Fathers  to  appoint  Guardians 
for  their  children. 

However  this  may  be,  their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary 
or  desirable  for  the  determination  of  this  case,  to  refer  to  or  rely  on 
any  such  rule. 

The  Indian  Act  certainly  does  not  expressly  refer  to  any  such 
right,  and  appears  to  have  had  one  object  in  contemplation,  the 
protection  of  the  Infant  ward,  and  to  have  given  the  Judge  (sub- 
ject, of  course,  to  appeal)  the  power  and  to  have  imposed  on 
him  the  duty  of  doing  what,  in  his  judgment,  is  best  for  the  Infant ; 
and  no  other  power  or  duty. 

In  India,  however,  all,  or  almost  all,  the  great  religious  com- 
munities of  the  world  exist,  side  by  side,  under  the  impartial 
rule  of  the  British  Government  While  Brahmin,  Buddhist, 
Christian,  Mahomedan,  Parsee,  and  Sikh  are  one  nation,  enjoy- 
ing equal  political  rights  and  having  perfect  equality  before  the 
Tribunals,  they  co-exist  as  separate  and  very  distinct  communities, 
having  distinct  laws  affecting  every  relation  of  life.  The  law  of 
Husband  and  Wife,  parent  and  child,  the  descent,  devolution,  and 
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disposition  of  property  are  all  different,  depending,  in  each  case,  on       <^*  0. 
the  body  to  which  the  individaal  is  deemed  to  belong;  and  the       1871 
difference  of  religion  pervades  and  governs  all  domestic  usages     gsunu 
and  social  relations.  O^^ 

From  the  very  necessity  of  the  case,  a  Child  in  India,  under  ^— 
oidinary  circiunstances,  must  be  presumed  to  have  his  Father's 
rehgion,  and  his  corresponding  civil  and  social  dcUus;  and  it  is, 
therefore,  ordinarily,  and  in  the  absence  of  controlling  circum« 
stances,  the  duty  of  a  Guardian  to  train  his  Infant  ward  in  such 
religion. 

What  are  the  facts  of  the  present  case  ?  Beyond  all  question 
the  Ward  was  the  Child  of  a  Christian  Father,  the  issue  of  a  Chris- 
tian  marriage.  She  was  left  an  infant  of  very  tender  years,  her 
Father  being  one  of  the  victims  of  the  great  outbreak  and  massacre 
at  Ddhi  in  the  year  1857.  She  remained  thenceforth  under  the 
protection  of  her  Mother,  a  Lady,  apparently,  of  ancestry  not 
Christian,  and  with  no  great  knowledge  of  Christian  tenets,  or 
attachment  to  Christian  habits.  But  she  was  married  to  a  Chris- 
tian  in  a  Christian  Church,  and  does  not  appear  to  have  professed 
any  other  faith,  or  to  have  reverted  in  costume  or  customs  to  her 
ancestral  faith  until  the  autumn  of  1867.  The  Child  up  to  that 
time  had  certainly  been  brought  up  and,  so  far  as  she  was  educated 
at  all,  educated  as  a  Christian  girl,  eating,  drinking,  and  associat- 
ing with  her  Christian  cousins,  and  going  to  a  school. 

In  the  autumn  of  1867  this  occurred.  The  house  of  the  Widow 
became  the  house  of  one  John  Thomas  John,  a  Clerk  of  inferior 
grade  in  the  Judge's  Court,  and  they  lived  and  cohabited  together 
as  Husband  and  Wife,  John  Thomas  John  being  already  the  Hus- 
band in  Christian  marriage  of  a  living  Christian  Wife.  It  is  sug- 
gested that  this  union  was  sanctified  and  legalized  in  this  way — 
that  the  Widow  became  a  Mahomedan,  that  John  Thomas  John 
became  a  Mahomedan,  and  that,  having  thus  qualified  himself  for 
the  enjoyment  of  polygamous  privileges,  he  contracted  in  Maho- 
medan form  a  valid  Mahomedan  marriage  with  the  Widow,  the 
Appellant. 

The  High  Court  expressed  doubts  of  the  legality  of  this  mar- 
riage; which  their  Lordships  think  they  were  well  warranted  in 

entertaining. 
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J.  a  Bat  however  this  may  be,  their  Lordships  can  eutertain  no 

1871  doubt^  that  when  the  connection  between  John  Thomas  John  and 
Seutheb  ^^®  Widow  was  formed,  whether  it  was  merely  adulterous  or  under 
the  cover  of  a  Mahomedan  marriage,  the  home  was  no  longer  a  fit 
home  for  a  Christian  young  girl ;  and  if  the  matter  had  then  been 
brought  to  the  notice  of  the  Judge,  it  would  have  been  his  plain 
duty,  without  delay,  to  find  a  more  suitable  home  and  guardian- 
ship than  what  had  become,  in  fact,  the  home  and  guardianship  of 
John  Thomas  John.  The  matter  was  not,  however,  brought  so  soon 
as  it  ought  to  have  been  to  the  attention  of  the  Judge. 

Some  relatives  interfered,  in  order  that  the  Child  might  be  sent 
to  a  proper  school — ^a  proper  Christian  school ;  and  John  Thomas 
John  and  his  alleged  Wife,  professing  to  yield  to  the  suggestion, 
took  the  girl  in  June,  1869,  up  to  Simla,  with  the  avowed  object  of 
placing  her  at  a  Christian  school  there.  They  now  represent 
that  this  project  failed,  by  reason  of  the  girl's  refusal  to  go  to 
school ;  and  that  she  began  to  express  a  preference  for  the  Maho« 
medan  religion,  and  the  Oriental  mode  of  feminine  life  in  seclusion 
behind  the  purdah;  and  that  at  some  period  (the  time  is  not 
exactly  fixed)  a  Moiblavie  watf  introduced,  who  confirmed  her  in  her 
resolution  to  become  a  Mahomedan.  The  young  Lady,  who  by  this 
time  had  attained  the  age  of  fourteen  years,  or  thereabout,  made 
the  following  deposition : 

^^I  know  Mr.  John.  I  first  knew  him  when  we  came  to  Meerui, 
and  for  the  past  two  years  know  him  well.  No  one  has  ever  per« 
suaded  me  to  be  a  Mussulmani.  My  own  feelings  alone  have 
prompted  me.  I  wish  to  remain  a  Mussulmani.  I  would  not  be 
persuaded  to  become  a  Christian,  because  it  is  from  my  own  con- 
viction that  I  am  a  Mussulmani.  I  am  in  the  purdah  by  my  own 
free  will.  I  went  up  to  Simla  with  my  Mother  and  Mr.  John. 
They  wished  me  to  go  to  school,  and  pressed  me  very  much  to  go, 
but  I  would  not  consent  I  heard  of  the  marriage  of  my  Mother 
to  Mr.  John  five  or  six  days  after  it  took  place.  I  cannot  say  how 
long  Mrs.  James  Skinner  has  known  of  the  marriage,  but  she  must 
have  known  of  it  a  long  time,  as  they  have  lived  together  for  two 
years,  and  it  has  been  matter  of  notoriety.  I  believe  all  Mrs. 
Skinner^s  family  must  have  known  of  it.  I  wish  to  return  to  my 
Mother.    I  believe  Mrs.  James  Skinner  to  be  a  Mussulpiani ;  T^xs^ 
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Orde  to  be  a  Christian.  To  Counsel  for  Petitioners. — My  Mother  J.O. 
can  read  very  little — small  story  Books ;  but  she  cannot  read  1871 
Persian,  nor  write  at  alL  She  can  only  read  the  Urdu  in  print,  not  gRnraKR 
the  written  character,  excepting  very  good  text-hand.  I  have  ^  ^^^ 
read  easy  books  on  religion  in  Urdt^  but  not  studied  them,  I  am  — 
studying  the  Koran  with  a  Teacher.  There  was  a  picture  of  my 
Father,  and  there  were  several  other  pictures ;  but  as  I  had  heard 
that  it  was  strictly  forbidden  to  keep  pictures  by  our  religion,  I, 
therefore,  destroyed  them  with  my  own  hands.  The  picture  was 
on  paper  in  a  frame  with  glass.  It  was  destroyed  soon  after  we 
returned  from  the  Hills.  I  heard  that  to  keep  pictures  was  pro- 
hibited after  my  return  from  the  Hills,  from  a  Preacher,  a  Moulavie, 
who  came  to  the  house  and  preached  a  sermon.  No  one  advised 
me  otherwise.  I  had  long  thought  of  becoming  a  Mussulmani,  but 
when  I  was  young  did  not  understand  the  different  religions; 
when  I  returned  from  the  Hills  I  turned  my  attention  to  it,  and 
had  the  Preacher  called  to  preach.  Almost  all  my  family  are 
Christians.  I  have  had  no  intercourse  during  the  last  six  or 
seven  months  with  any  others  who  are  Christians,  but  their 
family  and  Mrs.  Benu,  Since  I  have  been  in  their  house  I  have 
not  had  any  Letter  of  any  kind  from  Mr.  John.  I  had  some  Letters 
from  my  cousin  Sophy,  who  is  in  Calcutta,  and  Charlie,  which  were 
on  my  table.  These  I  sent  for.  Two  from  Cliarlie  1  sent  for  the 
day  before  yesterday,  which  were  old,  and  I  tore  them  up ;  the 
other  from  Sophy  I  sent  for  yesterday,  and  showed  it  to  Mrs. 
AldweU.  The  two  from  Charlie  I  sent  for  by  Achdkrai,  and  the 
one  from  Sophy  by  my  Ayah.  To  Counsel  for  Petitioners. — I  know 
Mrs.  Benu.  I  have  seen  her  several  times  since  I  came  from  Simla. 
I  know  her  to  be  a  Christian.  This  evidence  was,  with  the  consent 
of  the  Counsel  on  both  sides,  and  also  of  the  principal  parties, 
though  the  questions  and  answers  were  put  and  given  in  ^the 
vernacular  of  the  Country,  Urdu,  recorded  by  the  Court  in  English, 
and  was  read  other  to  the  Witness  in  Urdu,  and  by  her  acknowledged 
to  be  correct" 

The  case  of  the  Appellant  in  fact,  rested  on  this  deposition. 
An  eloquent  appeal  was  made  to  their  Lordships'  feelings  not  to 
Banction  such  a  violation  of  the  young  Lady's  present  religious  con- 
victions and  natural  feelings  as  was  involved  in  tearing  her  from 
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'J,  0.  her  Mahomedan  home  and  Mother,  and  oommitting  her  to  the  care 
1871  of  a  Christian  strange  schoolmistress. 
Skikker  ^^®  Judges  of  the  High  Court,  however,  did  not  think  that  de- 
position sufficient  to  induce  them  to  abstain  from  making  in  July» 
1870,  the  Order  for  the  appointment  of  the  Guardian,  which  would 
have  been  the  only  possible  Order  that  could  have  been  made  in 
1867. 

Their  Lordships  cannot  dissent  from  that  conclusion.  It  would 
be  very  easy,  of  course,  for  a  Mother,  under  such  circumstances^  to 
procure  from  a  young  Daughter  the  expression  of  a  wish  to  remain 
with  her  and  to  become  a  Mahomedan  like  her,  rather  than  continue 
a  [Christian  and  go  to  a  strange  school ;  and  it  is  impossible,  in 
their  Lordships'  judgment,  to  believe  that  in  the  interval  which 
had  occurred  between  the  visit  to  Simla  and  the  application  to  the 
Court  any  such  knowledge  of  the  differences  between  the  two 
religions  had  been  acquired,  or  any  such  settled  conscientious  con- 
victions had  been  formed,  as  to  make  it  really  likely  that  her  moral 
and  religious  condition  would  be  endangered  by  placing  her  where 
she  should  receive  the  secular  and  religious  instruction  and  training 
which  she  ought  to  have  long  previously  and  without  interruption 
enjoyed.  Their  Lordships  are,  therefore,  of  opinion,  that  the  Order, 
in  so  far  as  it  removed  the  Ward  from  her  Mother  and  alleged  step- 
father, and  placed  her  under  a  Christian  Guardian,  was  right,  and 
that  is  really  the  only  matter  that  has  been  brought  before  them. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  report  to  Her  Majesty  that  in 
their  opinion  the  Order  of  the  High  Court  ought  to  be  affirmed, 
and  this  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

This  recommendation  of  their  Lordships  is,  of  course,  without 
prejudice  to  any  application  to  be  made  by  or  on  behalf  of  the 
Ward  concerning  her  future  position ;  and  considering  the  present 
age  of  the  young  Lady,  their  Lordships  think  it  would  be  very 
proper  for  the  Court  to  ascertain  for  itself  what  her  present 
opinions  and  wishes  are,  and  what,  having  regard  to  those  wishes 
and  opinions,  would  in  the  present  state  of  things  be  best  for  her. 

Affirming  the  principle  of  the  Order,  their  Lordships  feel  that  it 
would  be  very  difficult  for  an  appellate  Tribunal  in  this  Country 
to  interfere  without  injury,  as  to  the  details  of  the  particidar  guar- 
dianship and  scheme,  which  must  so  essentially  be  a  matter  of 
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qua$i  parental  discretion  to  be  exercised  on  the  spot  by  those  best       J.  C. 
acquainted,  or  best  able  to  acquaint  themselves,  with  all  the  cir-       1871 
cumstanoes,  and  their  Lordships  disclaim  any  desire  so  to  inter-     g^l^)^ 
fere.    But  they  suggest,  for  the  consideration  of  the  Court  in 
India  in  similar  cases,  that  while  selecting  a  School  (such,  for 
example,  as  Miss  Scanlan's  in  this  instance)  it  would  be  desirable, 
where  practicable,  to  have  some  independent  person  as  Guardian, 
to  whom  the  Ward  could  apply,  in  whom  the  Court  and  the  Ward 
could  confide,  and  whose  duty  it  would  be  to  communicate  to  the 
Court  any  matter  which  might  arise. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  WcUkins  &  Laitey. 
Solicitors  for  the  Respondents :  EUiz  d  ERis. 


In  re  JOHNSON'S  PATENT  (WILLCOX  &  GIBBS).  J.  c- 

1871 
LeUers  Patent — Invention  communicated  by  Foreign  Inventor — Petitumfor  prO'         ,^v^ 

UmgatUm  of  term — ^Princtjpfea  regtdating  the  exercise  of  diecreiion  of  granting      June  17. 

an  extension  <f  Fatents  previoudg  patented  abroad,  """ 

Exposition  of  the  principles  which  regulate  the  Judicial  Committee  in  re- 
commending the  Crown  to  extend  the  term  of  Letters  Patent  of  an  inyention, 
coonsttng  of  a  communication  from  a  Foreigner  residing  abroad,  who  had 
previously  to  the  English  Patent  taken  out  a  Patent  for  the  same  inyention 
in  a  Foreign  State. 

Decision  in  In  re  Beiti  Patent  (1)  approved  of. 

PoMe  Patent  (2)  observed  on. 

Where  there  were  several  Opponents ;  on  dismissing  the  petition  a  lump 
smm  was  awarded  the  Opponents,  to  be  divided  pro  rata  for  costs. 

IhIS  was  a  petition  of  WiUeox  and  GihbSy  both  of  Virfftnia,  in 
the  United  States  of  America,  and  Begent  Street,  London,  manufac- 
turers of  sewing  machines,  for  a  prolongation  of  the  term  of 
Utters  Patent  dated  the  15th  of  July,  1857,  granted  to  John 
flenty  Johnson,  of  lAncMs  Inn  Fields,  for  an  inyention  of  ^  Im- 

*  Prtaent :— Sib   Bobebt   Phillimobb  (Judge  of    tbb  High  Coubt  of 
Aduraltt),  Sib  Jossph  Naheb,  Babt.,  The  Lobd  Justice  James,  and  The 

liOKD  JuvnCB  MXLL1BH« 


(1)  1  Moor§'8P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  49.         (2)  4  Moore's  P.  C.  Cafies(N.S.)  452. 
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.  J.  0.  provements  in  Sewing  Machines,"  being  a  communication  from 
1871  the  Petitioner,  03)18,  of  Virginia,  in  the  United  States  of  Ameriea, 
j,j„  The  petition  set  forth,  that  the  invention  comprised  in  the 

'^PATmrr*    Letters  Patent  was  the  sole  invention  of  the  Petitioner,  GtM«, 
(W1LL00X&  after  great   personal  application  and  considerable  expense,  and 
"°^        that  such  invention  was  of  great  utility  and  beneficial  to  the 
public ;  that  Johnson  applied  for  and  obtained  the  grant  of  the 
Letters  Patent  as  the  Agent  and  Trustee  for  the  Petitioner,  GtHw, 
•  who  was,  at  the  date  of  the  Letters  Patent,  entitled  to  the  whole 

beneficial  interest  therein;  that  the  Petitioner,  WSlcox,  was  at 
the  date  of  the  Letters  Patent  engaged  in  the  manufacture  and 
sale  of  sewing  machines;  that  in  April,  1866,  a  Joint  Stock 
Company  was  formed,  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  New  York,  in 
the  United  States  of  America,  with  the  title  of  •'  The  WHlcox,  Gihbs, 
Sewing  Machine  Company^'  of  which  the  Petitioner,  Willcox,  was 
President,  to  which  Company  the  entire  business  of  manufacturing 
and  selling  the  machines  was  transferred;  that  the  advantages 
secured  by  the  use  of  the  invention  were,  firstly,  simplicity  of 
construction  in  the  manufacture  of  sewing  machines  working  with 
one  thread ;  secondly,  certainty  in  operation,  an  essential  feature 
in  such  sewing  machines ;  thirdly,  much  greater  rapidity  in  opera- 
tion, thus  effecting  great  economy  in  the  time  of  the  Operator 
and  in  the  wages  account  of  the  Manufacturer ;  fourthly,  greater 
simplicity  of  operation,  thus  largely  extending  the  usefulness 
of  sewing  machines  among  all  classes,  particularly  in  families, 
and  greater  economy  for  trade  purposes  in  permitting  the  employ- 
ment of  less  skilful  operatives ;  fifthly,  greater  readiness  to  ac- 
complish work  without  troublesome  preparation,  thus  rendering 
machine  work  possible  in  .many  cases  where  it  had  not  been 
before ;  sixthly,  superiority  of  product  over  all  other  single-thread 
machines  in  strength  and  reliability  of  seam,  and  over  what  are 
known  as  lock-stitch  machines  in  the  strength  and  elasticity  of 
seam  and  its  capability  of  being  removed  without  injury  to  the 
fabric,  and  over  the  double-loop  stitch  in  making  a  seam  the 
reverse  of  which  is  much  more  sightly  and  less  liable  to  be  worn 
off  in  ironing  and  wear ;  seventhly,  it  secured  greater  durability 
than  any  prior  sewing  mechanism  by  reducing  the  reciprocating 
movement  common  to  other  sewing  machines  to  a  simple  con- 
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tmnous  rotary  moyementy  whereby  the  jar  and  consequent  rapid       J.  a 
wear  and  derangement  is  avoided.     That  it  also  secured  silent       1871 
operation^  perfect  silence  so  far  as  the  operation  of  the  reyolving       j^  ^ 
looper  is  concerned,  while  the  stitch-forming  apparatus  in  all  other    'p^^]^** 
systems  produces  more  or  less  noise  when  in  operation.     The  (Wh^looxA 
petition  thenstated,  that  owing  to  heavy  litigation  and  mismanage- 
ment of  the  business  in  England,  the  patent  had  been,  until  during 
the  last  three  years,  almost  wholly  unproductive,  and  prayed  for  a 
farther  extension  of  the  term  of  the  Letters  Patent  for  seven 
years. 

It  appeared  that  Letters  Patent  for  the  same  invention  had 
been  taken  out  in  America,  in  France,  and  in  Belgium. 

Caveats  were  entered  and  objections  filed,  which,  in  substance, 
stated  that  Johnson  was  not  the  actual  Inventor,  but  only  the 
importer  of  an  invention  introduced  in  England  by  a  communica- 
tion from  a  Foreigner  residing  abroad ;  that  the  original  Foreign 
patent  had  expired,  or  was  about  to  expire,  and  that  the  French 
and  Belgian  Patents  had  expired  or  become  de  facto  or  de  jure 
void ;  that  no  machine  had  ever  been  made  by  the  Patentee  or  his 
assigns  in  this  Ciountry;  and  that  the  patent  was  wholly  and 
solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  Manufacturers  in  America,  It  was 
further  objected  that  the  machine,  the  subject  of  the  patent,  could 
be  made  cheaper  in  this  Country,  and  that  the  results  of  the 
tnanafacture  abroad  had  been  to  increase  the  price  of  the  machine, 
and  it  was  stated  that  very  large  profits  had  been  made  by  the 
manufacture  and  sale  of  the  machines,  and  that  the  Petitioners 
W  been  unwilling  to  grant  licences  to  make  the  machines, 
but  were  desirous  of  retaining  the  monopoly  in  their  own  hands, 
and  by  vexatious  suits  and  law  proceedings  had  done  great  injury 
to  persons  engaged  in  the  sewing  machine  trade. 

Mr.  Gfrow,  Q.O.,  Mr.  Webster,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Lawson,  for  the 
Petitioners: — 

Beferred  to  the  following  cases  as  illustrating  the  general  prin- 
ciples which  regulate  the  Judicial  Committee  in  recommending, 
iu  their  discretion,  an  extension  of  the  term  of  Letters  Patent, 
founded  on  a  communication  from  a  Foreigner  abroad  who  had 
taken  out  a  Foreign  Patent  anterior  to  the  English  Patent :  In  re 
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J.O.  Newtan'B  Paietd  (1);    In  re  Newton's  Patent  (2);  In  re  Beth' 

1871  Patent  (3) ;  In  re  HUFa  Patent  (4) ;  In  re  Poole's  Patent  (5). 

j^0  Andy  as  to  the  dednction  in  taking  the  accounts  of  a  Manufao- 

^pSot'  *^"^^8  profits,  where  the  Patentee  was  a  Mannfacturer  of  the  patent 

O^LLooxA  article,  the  cases  of  In  re  Hardy's  Patent  (6),  In  re  Qattoways" 

—  *  Patent  (7),  and  In  re  Muntz's  Patent  (8)  were  cited. 

Mr.  Aiton^  Mr.  A.  Charles,  and  Mr.  Benjamin^  appeared  for  the 
Opponents,  and 

Mr.  Archibald,  for  the  Crown,  but  were  not  called  on. 

Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  delivered  by 

The  Lord  Justice  Jahes  : — 

Their  Lordships  will  not  trouble  you,  Mr.  Archibald,  or  the  other 
Counsel. 

Their  Lordships  having  had  time  to  consider  the  matter  have 
come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  facts  are  really  not  sufficient 
in  this  case  to  make  it  their  duty  to  recommend  Her  Majesty  to 
grant  an  extension  of  the  term  of  this  Patent 

The  principles  upon  which  this  Board  deals  with  applica* 
tions  of  this  nature  are  so  well  expressed  by  Lord  Kinffsdoum 
in  In  re  HUTs  Patent  (9),  that  I  think  it  may  be  as  well 
to  repeat  them  here.  Their  Lordships  ^there  say  (10) :  *'  It  may 
be  collected  from  what  has  been  already,  said,  that  in  deter- 
mining whether  to  recommend  the  prolongation  of  a  patent  or 
noty  even  where  the  daim  to  a  first  discovery,  and  the  beneficial 
nature  of  that  discovery,  are  both  conceded,  it  will  be  still  proper 
to  consider  both  the  degree  of  merit  as  Inventor,  and  the  amount 
of  benefit  to  the  public  flowing  directly  from  the  invention.  A 
monopoly  limited  to  a  certain  time  is  properly  the  reward  which 
the  law  assigns  to  the  Patentee  for  the  invention  and  disclosure 
to  the  public  of  his  mode  of  proceeding.    Whether  that  term  shall 

(1)  14  Moore's  P.  G.  Cases,  156.  (6)  6  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  441. 

(2)  15  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  176.  (7)  1  Web.  Pat  Oms,  729. 

(3)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  49.         (8)  2  Web.  Pat  Cases  120. 

(4)  Ibid.  268.  (9)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  258. 
(6)  4  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  462.  (10)  Ibid.  264. 
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be  extended,  in  effect  whether  a  second  patent  shall  be  granted       J.  C. 
for  the  flame  consideration,  and  the  enjoyment  by  the  public  of       1871 
its  Tested  right  be  postponed,  is  to  depend  on  the  exercise  of  a       Xnre 
discretion,  judicial  indeed,  yet  to  be  influenced  by  every  such  cir-    "^^^^ 
cnmstance  as  would  properly  weigh  on  a  sensible  and  considerate  (V^Tilxxwx  & 

person  in  determining  whether  an  extraordinary  privilege,  not  of       * 

strict  right,  but  rather  of  equitable  reward,  should  be  conferred. 
Now,  a  person  may  be  an  Inventor  within  the  legal  meaning  of 
that  term — no  one  before  him  may  have  made  or  disclosed  the 
discovery  in  all  its  terms  as  described  in  his  specification — but  this 
may  have  been  the  successful  result  of  long  and  patient  labour, 
and  of  great  and  unaided  ingenuity,  without  which,  for  all  that 
appears,  the  public  would  never  have  had  the  benefit  of  the  dis- 
covery ;  or  it  may  have  been  but  a  happy  accident  or  a  fortunate 
guess ;  or  it  may  have  been  very  closely  led  up  to  by  earlier,  and 
in  a  true  sense  more  meritorious,  but  still  incomplete  experiments. 
Different  degrees  of  merit  must  surely  be  attributed  to  an  Inventor 
under  these  different  circumstances.  The  moral  claim  to  an  ex- 
tension of  the  term  may  in  this  way  be  indefinitely  varied,  accord- 
ing as  the  circumstances  approach  nearer  to  one  or  the  other  of 
the  above  suppositions.  The  same  principle  will  apply  to  the 
considerations  of  benefit  conferred  on  the  public.  The  extent  of 
the  benefit  conferred  must  vary  in  each  case  with  the  circum- 
stances. The  principal  question  always  is,  has  the  individual 
Patentee,  under  all  the  circumstances,  received  what  in  equity 
and  good  conscience  may  be  considered  a  sufficient  remunera- 
tion?'' 

A  good  deal  of  argument  before  us  was  addressed  to  the  con- 
sideration of  cases  which  are  supposed  to  be,  and  which  appear  to 
some  extent  conflicting,  as  to  its  being  within  our  power  legally  to 
extend  the  terms  of  the  Letters  Patent,  even  if  we  should  be 
disposed  to  consider  the  circumstances  sufficient  to  induce  us  to 
make  a  favourable  recommendation.  Their  Lordships  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  go  into  any  detailed  examination  of  these 
cases,  but  they  are  satisfied  to  adopt  the  rule  as  laid  down  in 
BM  Patent  (1),  which  is  one  in  which  the  matter  underwent 
the  fullest  consideration,  and  they  are  satisfied  that  the  decision  in 
(1)  1  Mocre'a  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  49. 
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J  c.  that  case  was  a  right  decision^  namelyi  that  an  English  Patentee 
1871  obtaining  a  patent  abroad  for  his  invention^  in  addition  to  his 
^^  English  patent,  that  the  English  Patentee  is  in  no  sense  to  be  pre- 
'p^TBNT*  J^^"^®^  either  with  respect  to  his  original  patent,  or  with  respect 
(WiLLcx>x  &  to  any  application  which  he  may  be  advised  to  make  for  a  re- 
_       ncwal  of  it. 

Their  LorJships  are  also  of  opinion,  that  an  English  Patentee 
who  has  obtained  a  patent  from  abroad,  may  make  out  a  case 
for  a  prolongation  of  his  patent,  but  they  must  have  regard  to 
all  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  They  must  have  regard  to  the 
antecedent  circumstances,  the  effect  of  which  the  Legislature 
itself  has  thought  of  so  much  importance  as  to  make  it  absolutely 
impossible  for  the  Crown  in  some  cases  to  grant  a  renewal  of  a  patent, 
or  even  to  extend  a  patent  beyond  the  duration  of  the  Foreign 
patent,  whether  the  invention  is  in  its  origin  and  domicile  a  Foreign 
invention  or  an  English  invention,  and  that  difference  their  Lord- 
ships think  they  must  liave  regard  to  in  considering  this  applica- 
tion. Now,  beyond  all  question,  here  the  origin  and  domicile  of 
this  invention,  and  of  the  patent  and  of  the  manufacture  protected 
by  it,  are  American.  If  the  Commissioner  in  Ameriea  had  not  in 
the  exercise  of  his  discretion  thought  fit  to  prolong  the  term  of  the 
Letters  Patent,  then  the  English  Letters  Patent  would  necessarily 
have  come  to  an  end,  and  it  would  not  have  been  within  the 
power  of  the  Crown  to  have  granted  a  renewal  or  extension  of  the 
term  for  which  the  patent  was  originally  granted.  So  if  the  French 
patent  or  the  Belgian  patent  had  been  taken  out  before  the  Eng- 
lish patent — it  being  a  mere  accident  which  was  first  in  point  of 
date — it  would  have  been  impossible  to  have  granted  a  renewal 
of  this  patent,  and  to  extend  the  length  of  the  term  for  which  the 
Foreign  patent  taken  out  first  would  have  existed. 

Then  we  have  to  consider  under  these  circumstances  whether, 
with  respect  to  the  Foreign  patent  so  situated,  we  ought  to  recom- 
mend Her  Majesty  to  grant  a  renewal  ? 

What  are  the  merits  of  the  case  ?  The  merits  of  the  case,  so 
far  as  regards  the  English  patent,  appear  to  their  Lordships  to  be 
nil.  -The  Patentee,  by  taking  out  a  Patent  in  England,  has  in 
effect  secured  to  himself  a  monopoly  during  a  period  of  four* 
teen  years  of  the  sale  of  articles  manufactured  in  America,  and 
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exported  from  America  here,  which  would  have  been  manufactured       J.  G. 
there  and  exported  to  this  country  quite  in  the  same  way  if  no        1871 
English  patent  had  been  taken  out^  but  with  this  difference,  that       in  re 
the  Patentee  would  not  have  had  the  monopoly  of  his  Patent^  and    '^p^^t* 
would  not,  therefore,  have  had  any  opportunity  of  securing  the  (Wnxoox  & 

monopoly  of  prices.    The  merits,  therefore,  so  far  as  regards  the        

introduction  of  the  invention  into  this  Country,  seem  to  their 
Lordships  to  be  nothing. 

As  regards  the  merits  of  the  invention  itself  we  take  it  to  deserve 
fully  all  that  was  said  in  its  favour  by  Mr.  Grove.  The  merits,  so 
far  as  respects  the  Patentee,  seem  to  their  Lordships  to  be  suffi- 
ciently illustrated  by  the  fact  that  the  Patentee  has  had  a  mo- 
nopoly of  fourteen  years  in  this  Country,  and  ha.s  also  had  a 
monopoly  of  fourteen  years  in  America,  which  has  been  extended 
in  America,  possibly  upon  considerations  peculito  to  America,  with 
regard  to  the  benefit  that  the  Patentee  has  bestowed  upon 
American  Manufacturers,  for  a  further  term  of  seven  years.  He 
has  had  a  monopoly  in  France  and  in  Bdgiwn,  Their  Lordships 
think  such  monopoly  is  a  sufficient  reward  for  the  invention,  great 
as  it  is,  as  far  as  England  is  concerned,  although  the  American 
Commissioner  appears  to  have  thought  it  proper  to  grant  a  further 
extension  in  America,  having  regard  to  whatever  may  have  been 
the  considerations  applicable  to  the  peculiar  circumstances  in  that 
Country. 

Their  Lordships  have  had  before  them  the  accounts ;  and,  taking 
the  accounts  exactly  as  stated  by  the  Petitioners  themselves,  it 
Appears  that  they  have  made  upon  the  English  business  a  profit 
of  £7,000,  with  a  reduction  of  £1,580,  making  £5,400,  upon  the  . 
accounts  as  taken  by  him,  and  which  their  Lordships  have  had  no 
opportunity  of  hearing  commented  upon  by  the  Opponents.  The 
profit  of  the  American  business  is  stated  to  be  £16,000,  with  respect 
to  which  their  Lordships  think  that  is  a  very  large  sum,  even  for 
an  invention  of  the  importance  which  Mr.  Grove  has  described, 
which  is  not  the  invention  of  the  sewing  machine  itself,  nor  of  the 
principle  of  the  sewing  machine,  but  the  improvement  of  a  very 
ingenious  inventor,  who  has  added  to  it  an  addition — a  very  in* 
genious  mechanical  contrivance — by  which  a  better  seam  is  pro- 
duced, and  by  which  it  is  produced  noiselessly.    No  doubt  it  is  a 

Vou  IV.  2  G 
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J.  C.  matter  of  considerable  importanoey  but  the  profits  are  said  to  be 

1871  profits  of  the  Manufacturers ;  and  that  their  Lordships  ought  to 

jn  „  take  that  into  consideration.    Upon  that  point  their  Lordships  will 

'^P^^*  refer  to  what  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Caima  in  Saasby^a  Patent  (1), 

(WiLux>xft  in  which  his  Lordship  says:  ''It  has  been  decided,  more  than 

GiBBS). 

—  once,  by  this  Committee,  that  where  a  Patentee  is  also  the  Manu- 
facturer, the  profits  which  he  makes  as  Manufacturer,  although 
they  may  not  be  in  a  strict  point  of  view  profits  of  the  patent,  must 
undoubtedly  be  taken  into  consideration  upon  a  question  of  this 
kind,"  and  that  ''the  possession  of  the  patent  virtually  secures  to 
the  Patentee  his  power  of  commanding  orders  as  a  Manufstctorer." 
That,  as  it  appears  to  their  Lordships,  is  really  an  exact  description 
of  the  present  case,  and  is  a  point  intimately  connected  with  the 
Manufacturers,  that  the  possession  of  the  patent  has  brought  to  the 
Patentee  the  power  of  commanding  orders  as  a  Manu&cturer. 

It  was  again  suggested  to  their  Lordships  that  they  ought  not 
to  take  in  oonsideration  any  of  the  profits  made  in  Amerioa^  and 
reference  was  made  to  Poole's  Patent  (2).  Their  Lordships  desire 
it  to  be  understood  that  that  case  is  not  to  be  considered  as  laying 
down  any  general  rule  of  law.  Whatever  may  have  been  the 
peculiar  circumstances  of  that  case,  in  which  their  Lordships,  exer- 
cising their  discretion,  thought  fit  not  to  take  into  account  the 
American  profits,  that  is  not  to  be  considered  as  laying  down  any 
general  rule.  Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  where  the 
question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  an  invention  has  been  suffi- 
ciently remunerative  or  not,  ia  taking  into  consideration  the  remu- 
neration received,  they  must  have  regard  to  the  remuneration 
which  the  invention  has  brought  in  to  the  Patentee,  or  the  person 
who  claims  the  right  of  the  Patentee,  whether  it  be  in  one  Country 
or  another. 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  are  of  opinion,  that  they  cannot  in 
this  case  recommend  Her  Majesty  to  extend  the  term  of  this 
Patent. 

Mr.  Archibald  called  their  Lordships'  attention  to  the  &ame  of 
the  petition,  and  to  the  inconvenience,  in  consequence  of  the 
petition  not  fully  stating  the  facts  in  respect  to  the  Foreign 

(1)  Law  Rep.  8  P.  C.  295.  (2)  4  Moore's  P.  0.  Cases  (N.S.)  452. 
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patents,  merely  referring  to  them,  and  of  the  necessity  of  a  rule  J.  0. 
heing  laid  down  that  a  clear  statement  should  be  made  in  the  1871 
petition  in  applications  of  this  nature.  j^  f^ 

JOHinON'S 

Patent 

The  Lobd  Justice' James  :—  ^^^^?:!5:!??  * 


Their  Lordships  entirely  concur  in  that  yiew^  and  are  obliged  to 
you  for  drawing  their  attention  to  it  They  think  it  very  de- 
sirable that  in  petitions  of  this  nature  every  matter  applicable  to 
the  Patent  should  be  stated. 

Upon  the  application  for  costs  of  the  Opponents, 
The  Lord  Justice  James  : — 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  in  this  case,  with  regard  to 
costs,  they  will  follow  the  rule  applied  in  JETiZTs  Paieni  (1)— a 
case  in  which  their  Lordships  directed  that  a  lump  sum  for  costs 
should  be  divided  among  the  Opponents,  to  save  the  expense 
and  the  delay  of  a  formal  taxation ;  and  their  Lordships  direct 
that  the  sum  of  £500  be  distributed  amongst  the  Opponents  for 
costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Petitioners :  /.  Henry  Johnson. 
Solicitors  for  the  Opponents :  Shaen,  Bo&x>e^  &  Massey. 
Solicitors  to  the  Treasury,  for  the  Crown. 

(1)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  271. 


GiBBS). 
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J.  c*  In  re  PITMAN'S  PATENT. 

J^  Communioa^um  ly  Foreign  Patentee  and  Inventor — English  Patent  founded 
Dee,  4.  therean^Application  by  Assignee  for  prolongation — Omission  of  proper 
averments  in  petition. 

As  the  recommendation  to  the  Crown  for  the  prolongation  of  the  term  of 
Letters  Patent  is  a  matter  of  discretion  in  the  judicial  Committee,  it  is  im- 
peratively necessary  that  the  petition  for  such  prolongation  should  state 
fidrly  and  fully  everything  relating  to  the  Patent :  an  omission  to  do  so  is 
fatal  to  the  application. 

Where  the  Petition  omitted  to  state  that  the  Patent  was,  in  fact,  a  com- 
munication from  a  Foreigner  living  abroad,  who  had  previously  to  the  English 
Patent  patented  the  same  invention  in  America^  and  that  the  American  Patent 
had  expired,  though  afterwards  renewed  in  Americay  the  Judicial  Comnuttee, 
in  the  circumstances,  refused  the  application* 

JL  HIS  was  an  application  by  Cotoles,  the  Assignee  of  the  Patentee^ 
Pitnum,  for  an  extension  of  the  term  of  Letters  Patent,  dated 
the  6th  of  October,  1857,  for  an  invention  of  "  Improvements  in 
the  apparatus  for  making  Candles  and  other  analogous  manufac- 
tures, a  communication  from  abroad."  The  petition  set  forth,  that 
Pitman  was  the  true  and  first  Inventor  in  England,  and  described 
the  nature  of  the  invention,  which  was  of  great  merit ;  that  the 
Petitioner  was  a  practical  Candle  manufacturer  of  long  experience, 
who  came  over  from  America  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  the 
invention  into  practical  operation  in  this  Country  and  had  expe- 
rienced great  difficulties  and  considerable  opposition  from  Candle 
Manufacturers  and  workpeople,  who  objected  to  the  substitution  of 
machinery  for  handwork;  that  the  'Letters  Patent  had  been 
assigned  by  Pitman  to  one  Stairdhorpe  and  another,  and  after* 
wards  sold  by  them,  with  another  Patent,  to  the  Petitioner,  in  trust 
for  himself  and  others,  for  the  sum  of  £400 ;  to  the  extent  of  an 
interest  of  one  fifth  share  for  himself  and  four  fifths  shares  for  the 
benefit  of  the  other  parties ;  that,  owing  to  the  difficulties  met 
with  and  expenses  incurred  by  the  Petitioner  in  his  exertions  to 
bring  the  invention  into  general  use,  he  had  not  received  any 
adequate  remuneration  for  the  labour,  time,  and  capital  he  had 

^  Present  :^SiB  Jambs  William  Colvile,  Sir  Montagite  Edwabd  Smith,. 
and  Sib  Robebt  Pobbett  Gollibb. 


YOL IV.]  CASES  m  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  85 

expended ;  and  he  prayed  for  an  extension  of  the  term  of  seven       J.  C. 
years.  I87i 

Sir  John  Karsldke,  Q.C.  (with  whom  was  Mr.  ilrfon),  for  the     pi^^*j,»g 
Petitioner :—  Patint. 

From  his  opening  address,  it  appeared  that  the  Patent  was  a 
Foreign  invention  for  which  Letters  Patent  had  been  granted  in 
America  previous  to  the  English  Patent,  and  that  the  American 
Patent  bad  expired,  bat  was  said  to  have  been  afterwards  renewed 
for  seven  years,  and  that  such  extended  term  would  expire  on  the 
6th  of  August,  1876 ;  which  facts  were  not  stated  in  the  petition. 
It  was  submitted  that  an  Assignee  of  a  Patentee  could  apply  for  an 
extension :  In  re  Morgan's  Patent  (1) ;  In  re  Busseffs  Patent  (2)  ; 
and  Statute,  7  &  8  Vict  c.  69,  s.  4. 

Mr.  Archibald,  for  the  Crown,  interposed : — 

There  are  two  radical  objections  to  the  hearing  of  this  applica- 
tion for  a  prolongation  of  the  Patent  First,  it  is  submitted, 
that  this  Tribunal  has  no  power  to  prolong  the  tenhs  of  the 
Patent  in  the  circumstances  disclosed  in  this  application.  The 
Patentee  was  not  the  original  Inventor.  The  English  Patent  was 
founded  on  a  communication  from  a  Foreigner  living  abroad,  who 
had  previously  taken  out  in  America  a  Patent  for  this  very  same 
invention,  which  is  now  subsisting :  In  re  NormancTa  Patent  (3). 
Secondly :  No  statement  or  averment  appears  in  the  petition  of 
the  material  fact  of  the  Patent  being  a  Foreign  one,  patented  in 
the  first  instance  in  Americay  and  communicated  to  the  Patentee 
in  England.  [Sir  Montague  E.  Smith  :— The  petition  would 
lead  the  Court  to  suppose  that  the  American  Patent  was  taken 
ont  after  the  English  Patent]  The  omission  to  state  the  true 
facts  in  the  petition  is  fatal :  In  re  ClarWe  Patent  (4);  In  re 
Johnson's  Patent  (WiOeox  &  Otbhs'  Sewing  Machine)  (5). 

Sir  James  W.  Oolvilb  : — 

In  this  case  a  preliminary  objection  has  been  taken  on  the  part 
of  the  Grown  to  the  further  hearing  of  this  application,  on  the 

(1)  1  Web.  Pat  Rep.  738.  (3)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  193. 

(2)  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Ga^es,  496.  (4)  Ibid.  426. 

(5)  Ante,  p.  75. 
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J.  0.       ground  that  the  petition  does  not  state  those  &ct8  which  it  was 

1871       material  to  state,  toaching  the  existence  or  supposed  existence  of 

ja  re       the  Foreign  Patent.    Their  Lordships  have  to  observe  that  this  is 

p!mwT?    certaiiJy  »ot  a  new  objection — that  a  similar  omission  was  brought  to 

the  attention  of  the  Court  in  the  case  of  Johnson's  Patent  (  WiUcox 

dt  OmU  Bewing  Mo/dhine)  (1),  and  although  the  decision  in  that 
case  did  not  turn  upon  that  point,  as  a  decision  adyerse  to  the  appli- 
cation had  there  been  pronounced  upon  other  points,  yet  the  Lord 
Justice  James,  who  was  speaking  in  the  name  of  their  Lordships, 
stated,  that  they  entirely  concurred  in  the  view  there  stated,  that 
they  were  obliged  to  Mr.  ArchibaJd  for  drawing  their  attention  to  it, 
and  that  the  Committee  thought  it  very  desirable  that  Petitions  of 
this  nature  should  state  everything  belonging  to  the  Patent  fairly 
and  fully.  No  doubt  their  Lordships  did  not  lay  down  any  rule  to 
the  effect  that  a  Petition  which  failed  in  that  respect  should,  there- 
fore, be  dismissed;  but,  so  fiEU*  as  it  went,  it  laid  down  that  it  was 
only  the  application  of  the  general  rule  which  has  always  pre- 
vailed  here,  and  which  is  particularly  mentioned  in  In  re  Claries 
Patent  (2),  tiiat  '^a  Petitioner  seeking  the  grace  and  favour  of 
the  Crown  is  bound  to  strict  truth  and  to  the  utmost  candour  and 
frankness,  to  uberrima  fdes,  in  his  statement." 

In  the  present  case,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships,  that  there 
were  peculiar  reasons  why  the  circumstances  relating  to  the 
American  Patent  should  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  Petition. 
The  Patent,  in  fact,  had  expired.  It  is  said  it  has  been  renewed. 
It  is  desirable  that  those  who  come  to  oppose  the  Patent  should  know 
the  precise  circumstances  and  the  possible  conditions  upon  which 
that  renewal  was  granted,  and,  therefore,  it  does  appear  to  their 
Lordships  that  this  was  eminently  a  case  in  which  the  suggestions 
of  Mr.  Archibald f  in  In  re  Johnson's  Patent  (  WiUcox  dt  Qtbhs' Sewing 
Machine),  approved  by  their  Lordships,  should  have  been  fol- 
lowed, and  that  there  should  have  been  a  full  disclosure  of  all  the 
circumstances  relating  to  the  American  Patent  Their  Lordships 
wish  it  to  be  understood,  that  for  the  future  this  Committee  will 
invaiiably  act  upon  that  principle.  If  they  had  any  doubt  upon 
this  case  they  would  have  been  unwilling  to  decide  it  adverse 
to  the  Petitioner  upon  that  point,  because,  as  Mr.  Asion  observed, 
(1)  AnU,  p.  75.  (2)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  426. 
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the  pariicalar  application  of  the  general  rule  may  not  have  been  j.  c. 
known  to  the  profession  at  large,  but  their  Lordships,  after  con-  isri 
sidering  the  opening  statement  and  the  Petition,  have  clearly  ^^ 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  support    Piticah's 

this  application  upon  its  merits.  

The  general  object  of  the  statutable  jurisdiction  of  this  Com- 
mittee, in  respect  to  advising  an  extension  of  the  terms  of  the 
Letteis  Patent,  it  is  hardly  necessary  to  state,  is  the  reward  to  the 
Inventor,  in  cases  where  there  has  been  extraordinary  merit  in  the 
inyention,  but  where,  from  circumstances,  he  has  fiuled  to  reap  any 
adequate  remuneration  for  his  invention  during  the  currency  of  the  ' 
tenn  of  the  Letters  Patent.  There  are,  no  doubt,  cases  in  which 
tbeir  Lordships  have  granted  applications  by  the  Assignees  of  the 
Patentee  for  extension  of  the  term,  and  have  also  considered,  in 
some  respects,  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  Assignee  in  bringing 
the  Patent  into  notice,  and  for  the  merit,  as  it  may  be  said,  of  the 
Assignee  in  patronizing  the  Patentee,  and  in  pushing  the  Patent 
into  notice ;  but  the  general  rule  which  their  Lordships  entertain 
in  applications  on  the  part  of  Assignees,  is,  as  was  stated  by  Lord 
Brougham  in  Morgan's  Patent  (1),  that  by  so  doing,  'Hhey  are, 
though  not  directly,  yet  mediately,  and  consequentially,  as  it  were, 
giving  a  benefit  to  the  Inventor,  because  ^if  the  Assignee  is  not 
remoneratedatall,  it  might  be  said  that  the  chance  of  the  Patentee 
of  making  an  advantageous  conveyance  to  the  Assignee  would  be 
materially  diminished,  and  consequently,  his  interest  damnified^ 
For  this  reason,  consideration  has  been  given  to  the  claims  of  the 
Assignee  who  has  an  interest  in  the  Patent."  It  has  been  the 
practice  of  this  Tribunal  in  cases  in  which  an  application  of  this 
kind  on  the  part  of  an  Assignee  has  been  granted  to  impose  con- 
ditions, whereby  a  proportion,  at  least,  of  the  benefits  to  be  derived 
Irom  the  Patent  should  go  to  the  original  Inventor :  In  re  BussdPs 
Pateid  (2). 

In  this  case,  however,  their  Lordships  find  that  the  original 
Patentee  is  now  entirely,  as  it  were,  out  of  the  case.  The  English 
Patentee,  Piiman,  was  merely  a  person  to  whom  the  invention 
claimed  for  had  been  communicated  by  the  American  Patentee ; 
he  took  out  the  Patent  here,  he  found  that  he  could  not  profitably 
(1)  1  Web.  Pat  Bep.  738.  (2)  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  496. 
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J.  0.       work  it — ^he  seems  to  have  assigned  it  back  to  Mr.  Stainslhorpef 

1871        the  original  and  foreign  Inyentor,  and  to  another  person,  and  they 

i^       again  assigned  it  for  the  small  sum  of  £400,  in  1864,  to  certain 

p!m[OT*     persons,  of  whom  the  present  Applicant  is  one;  and,  as  it  is  stated, 

wholly  for  the  benefit  of  himself.    It  further  appears  that  since 

that  assignment,  which  really  was  more  in  the  nature  of  a  com- 
mercial speculation  than  anything  else,  they  have  made  a  profit  of 
nearly  £3,000.  In  the  case  of  Morffan'a  Paieni,  to  which  we  have 
already  alluded.  Lord  Brougham  said,  "  It  appears,  therefore,  to 
their  Lordships,  in  considering  whether  any  additional  term  should 
be  granted  to  them,  that  this  amount  they  have  made,  is  a  very 
reasonable  amount  for  anything  they  have  a  right  to  expect.  So 
much,  then,  as  to  the  claim  of  the  Assignees  mediately  to  the 
interest  of  the  Patentee,"  and  their  Lordships  came  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  if  they  were  to  listen  to  such  considerations  as  were  put 
forward,  the  renewal  of  a  Patent  would  become  a  mere  matter  of 
commercial  speculation,  and  that  it  woidd  be  almost  impossible,  in 
any  case,  to  refuse  such  renewal. 

Their  Lordships,  acting  upon  and  adopting  yery  much  the 
reasons  of  their  Lordships  in  the  recent  case  of  Johnson's  Patent 
(Wilkox  dt  Oibhi  Sewing  Machine)  which,  in  some  respects,  very 
closely  resembles  this  case ;  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  upon 
the  opening  statement  no  ground  whatever  has  been  made  on 
which  they  ought  to  recommend  to  Her  Majesty  to  prolong  this 
Patent,  and  they  must  accordingly  refuse  the  application. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioner :  Woodbridge  &  Sons. 
Solicitors  to  the  Treasury,  for  the  Crown, 


Deo,  5,  C, ' 
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In  re  WIELD'S  PATENT.  j.  a* 

Letten  Patent -^ProlongcUion—Accounts^Frcictice—CastB.  J^ 

Aooounts  of  profits  and  loss  filed  by  a  Patentee  on  his  application  for  a 
prolongation  of  the  term  of  Letters  Patent  \mug  prima  facie  unsatisfactory 
the  Judicial  Committee  directed  the  question  of  accounts  to  he  taken  hefore 
considering  the  merits  of  the  invention. 

As  the  a4xx>unts  were  not  satisfactorily  explained,  the  application  for  a 
prolongation  was  refused. 

Considerations  which  induce  the  Judicial  Committee  to  give  costs  to 
band  fide  Opponents. 

IHE  Patentee  petitioned  for  an  extension  of  the  term  of  Letters 
Patent  granted  to  him  for  an  invention  '*of  improvements  in 
machinery  for  winding  yam  or  thread  on  to  bobbins  and  spools, 
card,  and  other  similar  surfaces." 

Caveats  were  entered  and  grounds  of  objections  filed,  which,  in 
substance,  were,  that  the  invention  was  not  an  original  one,  and 
also  that  the  Patentee  had  received  a  sufficient  amount  of  remu- 
neration for  his  invention.  The  Petitioner  filed  a  statement  of 
flccoants  of  the  profits  and  loss  of  the  Patent.  The  nature  and 
paiticolars  of  the  accounts  are  stated  in  their  Lordships'  judgment. 

The  SoUeiiar-Oeneral  (Mr.  Jesad,  Q.C.),  Mr.  Field,  Q.C.,  and 
Ur.  Aston,  for  the  Petitioner. 

Bir  jB.  PcUmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Carpmael,  for  one  set  of  Opponents. 

Sir  John  Kardake,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  Maorory,  for  another  Opponent, 
and 

Mr.  Arehtbdldy  for  the  Crown. 
After  the  petition  had  been  opened, 

Sir  S.  Palmer,  Q.C.,  and  Sir  J.  Kardake,  Q.C.,  for  the  Oppo- 
nent^ and  Mr.  Archibald,  for  the  Crown,  submitted  that  th6 
*<^unts  put  in  by  the  Petitioner  were  prima  facie  so  unsatisfactory, 
that  it  was  a  case  in  which  the  Court  would,  in  the  first  instance, 

^retent ;— Sib  Jam  is  William  Golvile,  Sib  MoKtAOUS  EdWabd  Smith, 
^^  Sib  Robkbt  Pobbett  Collixb. 
^«*.1V.  3  II 
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J.  0.  investigate  the  accounts  of  the  profits  and  loss  filed  by  the  Patentee 
1871  before  entering  on  the  merits  of  the  invention :  citing  In  re  ScuAys 
^       Patent  (1) ;  In  re  Clark's  Patent  (2) ;  In  re  EougUwCz  Patent  (3). 

WlELD'8 

Patent.  Their  Lordships  assented  to  this  course,  intimating  their  opinion, 
that  it  was  essential  and  necessary  to  ascertain  clearly  the  amount 
of  remuneration  the  Patentee  had  received  from  the  Patent,  and  tbe 
Petitioner's  Son,  and  Bookkeeper,  was  examined  as  to  the  amount 
of  the  profits  on  the  Machines;  it  appeared  that  no  Cash  Book  had 
been  kept,  and  the  Witness  was  unable  to  explaii^  the  accounts  in 
a  satisfactory  manner.  The  Petitioner,  from  ill-health,  was  not  in 
attendance,  and  there  was  no  other  Witness  to  verify  the  accounts. 

Sib  James  W.  Colvile  : — 

Their  Lordships  think  that  it  is  clearly  necessary  to  have  these 
accounts  verified  in  some  way  or  other. 

It  is  unfortunate,  in  consequence  of  Mr.  WieUCs  infirmity,  that 
he  should  be  imable  to  attend  here  to  speak  from  his  own  personal 
knowledge  to  the  items  in  the  accounts,  but  their  Lordships  are 
bound  to  say,  that  so  far  as  the  inquiry  has  already  gone,  it  seems 
to  them  that  it  would  be  almost  impossible,  from  what  has  been 
shewn,  to  say  that  the  accounts  'are  such  as  to  afford  their  Lord- 
ships that  clear  and  satisfactory  proof  that  the  Patentee  has  not 
received  adequate  remuneration  for  his  invention  which  the  prac- 
tice of  this  Tribunal  requires. 

They  merely  mention  this  in  order  that  it  may  not  be  thought 
it  is  in  consequence  of  the  defective  evidence,  or  rather  the  mis- 
fortune of  the  Petitioner  in  not  being  able  to  produce  further  evi- 
dence, that  their  decision  proceeds.  With  that  intimation  it  may 
perhaps  be  as  well  to  consider  whether  it  is  worth  while  to  keep 
up  this  contest  any  longer. 

The  petition  was  then  abandoned. 

Sir  James  W.  Colvilb  : — 

Many  of  the  items  of  the  accounts  really  cannot  be  supported 

as  fairly  chaigeable  against  the  Patent    There  is  a  question  as  to 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  292.  (2)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  421. 

(3)  Law  Kep.  b  P.  C.  461. 
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the  payment  of  £5,000,  and  a  farther  payment  of  £1,000,  for  the  J.  c. 
Patent,  and  it  is  a  question  with  their  Lordships,  whether  such  1871 
payments  were  not  rather  capital  invested  in  the  manufactory  j^^^.^ 
which  ought  not  to  enter  into  those  items ;  then  there  is  a  farther     ]^^J? 

sum  which  was  paid  when  the  Patent  was  sold,  and  thought        

to  be  of  very  little  value — ^it  was  bought  back  and  considered  to 
be  of  increased  value,  and  that  would  be  a  mere  commercial 
specalation,  and,  therefore,  their  Lordships  would  not  be  justi- 
fied in  allowing  that  item  in  the  account  as  one  of  loss.  There 
are  also  other  items — ^for  instance,  the  item  of  Mr.  Wieid's  per- 
sonal allowances — which  are  carried  into  the  account,  after  it 
has  been  admitted  in  evidence  that  he  was  incapable  of  conduct- 
ing the  busmess  or  giving  any  active  superintendence  thereof; 
taking  it^  as  was  observed  by  Lord  OaiimSy  in  In  re  Scusbya 
Paleni  (1),  that  the  items  were  transferred  from  one  side  of  the 
account  to  the  other,  it  would  really  appear  that  the  remuneration 
amounted  to  no  inconsiderable  sum. 

Their  Lordships  know  enough  of  the  invention  to  be  able  to  say, 
that  it  is  not  one  of  those  very  striking  inventions,  although  it  may 
be  a  very  meritorious  one,  like  some  which  their  Lordships  have  had 
before  them  on  other  occasions.  It  is  very  ingenious,  but  it  is  an 
invention  just  taking  advantage  of  the  combination  of  several  well- 
known  mechanical  appliances  to  carry  out  an  ordinary  process, 
which  no  doubt  is  a  very  successful  one,  but  it  is  founded  upon  an 
earlier  invention,  in  some  respects  at  leasts  and  it  appears  from  the 
opening  statement  of  the  Petitioner's  counsel  and  the  papers 
before  us,  that  the  first  Patent  was  not  very  much  worked ;  but 
then  there  was  a  further  one  which  gave  it  an  improved  value.  It 
ftppearg  to  have  been  a  step  in  advance  over  that  which  had  been 
previously  done,  and  if  the  Patent  expires  other  persons  will  be 
enabled  to  take  a  still  further  step  in  advance,  whereas  if  it  is 
extended  the  exercise  of  their  inventive  £aculties  will  be  checked. 

Ko  doubt  there  may  be  cases  in  which  a  Patentee  might 
Bnoeeed  in  successfully  satisfying  their  Lordships  that  there  ought 
nevertheless  to  be  a  further  extension  of  the  term  of  the  Patent. 
It  has  been  laid  down,  that  it  is  not  a  question  of  law,  and  it  is 
^^ays  necessary  to  satisfy  their  Lordships  that  there  has  not 
(1)  Law  Rep,  8  P.  C.  298. 
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J.  C.       been  anything  like,  from  circumstancee  over  which  a  man  might 

1871       have  no  control,  sufficient  remuneration  for  his  patent ;  it  is  neces- 

^7«       ^^7  that  the  Patentee  should  satisfy  their  Lordships  that  that  has 

WiKLD's     j^Q^  i^QQj^  ^0  jji^gg^    Qq  i\^Q  contrary,  this  case  comes  before  their 

Lordships  in  such  a  state  that  they  really  cannot  form  any  very 

correct  idea  as  to  what  the  amount  of  remuneration  has  been ;  but 
so  far  as  they  can  form  such  opinion  they  would  be  inclined  to  say, 
that  there  has  been  sufficient  remuneration. 

The  Opponents  applied  for  costs. 

Sir  James  W,  Colvile  : — 

Their  Lordships  have  considered  the  question  of  costs,  and  they 
are  inclined  to  adhere  to  the  rule  that  has  been  laid  down,  almost 
from  the  first  application  under  the  Act  giving  them  jurisdiction 
in  patent  cases,  that  in  the  exercise  of  their  power  to  grant  costs 
it  is  certainly  not  desirable  to  refuse  the  costs  of  a  fair  opposition, 
since  it  is  rather  in  the  interest  of  this  Tribunal  to  encourage 
bond  fide  oppositions,  in  order  that  the  Court  may  be*  put  into 
possession  of  all  that  can  be  alleged  against  the  continuance  of  the 
patent. 

In  an  early  case,  In  re  Wedrufp  and  Oitbins'  Patent  (1),  Lord 
LyndhuTst  expresses  his  opinion  in  these  terms : — **  My  opinion  on 
the  subject  of  costs  is  this :  if  a  party  entitled  to  oppose  does 
come  and  oppose,  and  opposes  successfully,  if  we  do  not  give  costs 
we  shall  discourage  persons  coming  to  protect  the  interests  of  the 
public.  We  have  the  power  to  give  costs  in  any  matter  referred 
to  us^  and  sitting  here  as  a  Judicial  Ciommittee,  we  can  give  costs 
under  the  general  Act,  not  the  Patent  Act.*'  It  is  obvious  that 
those  who  come  to  protect  the  interest  of  the  public  have  better 
means  of  stating  the  objections  to  the  continuance  of  the  patent 
than  the  Officers  of  the  Crown,  whatever  their  experience  and 
ability  may  be. 

Their  Lordships   have  come  to  the   conclusion  that  as  tnro 

sets  of  Opponents  really  represent  the  same  kind  of  opposition, 

it  will  not  be  desirable  to  allow  more  than  one  set  of  costs ;  they, 

therefore,  propose  to  follow  the  course  that  was  recently  taken  by 

(1)  1  Web.  Pat  Casea,  656. 
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the  Lord  Justice  James  in  In  re  Johnson's  Patent  (WiUcox  &  GUbbs'  J.  C. 

Sewir^  Machine)  (1),  and,  as  in  that  case,  to  order  that  the  Peti-  1871 

tioner  should  pay  £500  to  be  apportional  between  the  two  classes  j»  re 

of  Opponents,  unless  he  should  prefer  within  a  week  to  tax  the  p^^^t 

costs  of  all  parties.  

The  Petitioner  elected  to  have  the  costs  taxed. 

SoUcitors  for  the  Petitioner:  Milne^  Biddle,  &  Mellor. 
SoUcitoTs  for  the  Opponents :  Ghregory  <&  Co, ;  Paterson  &  Co. ; 
and  Wibon^  Bristow,  &  Co. 
SoUcitors  to  the  Treasury,  for  the  Crown. 


Jan.  1 1. 


In  re  WINAN'S  PATENT.  J.  c* 

1872 
l^Utn  PaietUSlatuie,  15  cfe  16  Vict.  c.  83,  5.  25-^ConstrucHon— Patent  first 
taken  out  in  England  —  French  Patent  /or  same  inventU/n  expired  — 
Prolongaiion. 

Upon  the  oonstruction  of  sect.  25  of  15  &  16  Vict  c.  83  : — Held,  that  that 
Kctioii  does  not  apply  where  an  English  Patent  is  taken  out  in  this  Country 
Wore  a  Patent  for  the  same  invention  is  obtained  in  a  Foreign  Country. 

A  Patent  by  American  subjects  was  taken  out  in  this  Country,  and  shortly 
afterwards  in  America  and  France  for  the  same  invention.  After  the  ex- 
piration of  the  French  Patent,  and  within  a  few  months  of  the  expiration  of 
the  American  Patent,  application  was  made  for  a  prolongation  of  the  English 
Patent.  Such  application  refused,  as  the  Judicial  Committee  would  not,  on 
^e  ground  of  general  policy,  recommend  a  renewal  of  the  English  Patent 
after  the  French  Patent  had  been  allowed  to  expire. 

T 

A  HIS  was  an  application  by  the  Petitioners,  Boss  Winans  and 
■^mas  Winans,  Citizens  of  the  United  States  of  America,  for  an  ex- 
^^mon  of  the  term  of  Letters  Patent  granted  to  them  in  June, 

^»iB«cn<;— Sib  James  William  Colvile,  Sib  Bobebt  Phillimobe  (Judge 
tbb  HiQg  CouBT  OF  Admibaltt),  Sib  Mohtagub  Edwabd  Smith,  and  Sib 

^^^^^•RRETrCOLLnCB. 


(1)  Ante,  p,  75. 


94  OASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  R 

J.  C.       1858,  for  an  invention  of  a  *'new  and  useful  improyement  in  the 
1872       form  of  HuUfl  of  Steam  Vessels." 


w^iSr's         Mr.  WAOer^  Q.O.,  Mr.  AsUmy  Mr,  Benjamin,  and  Mr.  NamUhy 
Patkt.     f^^  ^^  Petitioners,  and 

Mr.  Archibald,  for  the  Crown. 

It  appeared  upon  the  opening  statement,  that  the  same  invention 
was  patented  in  France  in  the  month  of  August  in  the  same  year 
the  English  Patent  was  granted,  and  that  the  French  Patent  had 
expired,  also  that  in  October  in  that  year  the  Patentee  had  taken 
out  a  Patent  in  Amsrica  for  the  same  invention,  and  that  the 
American  Patent  had  but  a  few  months  to  run. 

Mr.  ArchibaJdj  for  the  Crown,  took  a  preliminary  objection  to 
the  application : — 

This  is  an  invention  by  an  Alien,  and  I  submit^  that  under  sect  25 
of  the  Statute,  15  &  16  Yict.  c.  83,  as  the  French  Patent  has  ex- 
pired, there  is  no  jurisdiction  in  this  Tribunal  to  extend  tbe  term  : 
In  re  Poole's  Patent  (1) ;  In  re  Johnson's  Patent  (WiUcox  &  OiOfs' 
Sewing  Machine)  (2). 

,  [Sir  Bobert  Phillimorb  :— It^  re  Betfs  Patent  (3)  their  Lord- 
ships held  that  the  earlier  part  of  the  25th  section  clearly  applied 
only  to  cases  where  Patents  had  been  granted  in  Foreign  Countries 
before  the  grant  of  the  Patent  in  the  United  Kingdom,  and  that 
the  words  in  the  proviso  to  that  section,  "  any  such  Patent  or  like 
privilege,"  must  be  taken  to  refer  to  the  entire  description  of  the 
Patent  mentioned  in  the  foregoing  part  of  the  section.] 

Mr.  Archibald : — Admitting  that  to  be  the  true  construction  of  the 
section,  then  I  contend  that,  according  to  the  practice  of  the  Judi- 
cial Committee  in  applications  for  prolongation  of  Letters  Patent, 
this  application  will  not,  on  public  grounds,  be  entertained,  as  first, 
the  French  Patent  has  expired,  and  Ships  could  be  built  in  France 
to  the  detriment  of  the  interests  of  English  Shipbuilders ;  and, 
secondly,  that  an  extension  of  the  term  ought  not  to  be  granted  on 
the  mere  speculation  that  the  American  Patent  might  be  pro- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  614.  (2)  Ante,  p.  75. 

(3)  1  Moore's  P.  0.  Cases  (N.S.)  49. 


Patent. 
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longed :  In  re  Normand^s  Patent  (1),  which  is  on  all  fours  with       J.  G. 
the  present  case.  1872 

Mr.  Wehsier: —  Winan's 

This  case  materially  differs  from  Poole's  Patent  (2),  as  in  that 
case  there  was  a  prior  Foreign  Patent.  In  In  re  Johnson's  Patent 
{Willeox  dt  Oibbs^  Sewing  Machine)  (3)  the  decision  really  turned 
upon  the  accounts.  A  Foreigner  can  take  out  Letters  Patent  here, 
and  if  first  taken  out  in  this  Country,  England  becomes  its 
domicile  of  origin,  which  fact  takes  the  case  out  of  the  operation 
of  tiie  25th  section  of  the  Statute,  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83. 

Sib  Robert  C!ollieb  : —  . 

In  this  case  the  material  facts  are  shortly  these.  A  Patent  was 
taken  out  in  June,  1858,  and  contemporaneously  with  that  Patent 
a  Patent  was  taken  out  in  France  for  the  same  invention.  Although 
tbe  application  for  the  French  Patent  was  later,  we  are  told  it  was 
dated  the  same  day  as  the  English ;  and  a  few  months  after,  namely, 
io  October.  1858,  a  Patent,  also  for  the  same  invention,  was  taken 
oQt  in  America.  The  French  Patent  has  been  suffered  by  the 
Patentees  to  expire,  the  American  Patent  will  shortly  expire,  and, 
of  oonrse,  it  is  questionable  whether  or  not  it  will  be  renewed. 

Their  Lordships  have  first  to  consider,' whether  the  objection 
faiaedon  the'part  of  the  Crown  to  their  jurisdiction  is  maintainable, 
and  for  the  reasons  which  they  have  intimated  in  the  course  of  the 
foment  they  think  that  objection  is  not  maintainable.  They 
are  of  opinion,  that  the  proviso  in  tbe  25th  section  of  the  Statute, 
15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  must  receive  the  interpretation  that  was  put 
on  it  by  this  Tribunal  in  Belts'  Patent  (4),  namely,  that  it  only 
applied  to  the  case  where  a  Foreign  Patent  was  taken  out  before 
the  English  Patent.  That  is  not  the  case  in  the  present  applica- 
tion, and,  therefore,  their  Lordships  deem  that  their  jurisdiction  to 
extend  this  Patent  is  not  ousted  by  that  section. 

But  then  their  Lordships  have  to  consider  the  priuciples  on 
^nich  that  jurisdiction  should  be  exercised,  which  is,  in  fact,  a 
^lueation  of  general  policy,  and  will,  therefore,  refer  to  the  grounds 

(1)  Uw  Rep.  3  P.  C.  193.  (3)  Ante,  p.  75. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  514.  (4)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (NA)  49. 
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J.O.       which  regulate  this  Committee,  stated  by  Sir  John  Coleridge,  in 

1872        the  very  well-considered  judgment  delivered  by  him  in  BUTs 

jn  re        Patent  (1).    He  uses  expressions,  some  of  which  are  quoted  in 

pi^!     Johnson's  Patent  {Willcox  dt  Oibbs    Sewing  Machine)  (2).    He 

says:  *'A  monopoly  limited  to  a  certain  time  is  properly  the 

reward  which  the  law  assigns  to  the  Patentee  for  the  invention 
and  disclosure  to  the  public  of  his  mode  of  proceeding.  Whether 
that  term  shall  be  extended,  in  effect,  whether  a  second  patent 
shall  be  granted  for  the  same  consideration,  and  the  enjoyment  br 
the  public  of  its  vested  right  be  postponed,  is  to  depend  on  the- 
exercise  of  a  discretion,  judicial  indeed,  yet  to  be  influenced  by 
every  such  circumstance  as  would  properly  weigh  on  a  sensible- 
and  considerate  person  in  determining  whether  an  extraordinary 
privilege,  not  of  strict  right,  but  rather  of  equitable  reward,  should 
be  conferred ;"  and  in  that  case,  although  the  circumstances  were 
by  no  means  exactly  parallel  with  this,  their  Lordships  held,  that 
although  they  were  not  prevented  by  the  operation  of  this  25tli 
section  from  entertaining  the  application,  still,  on  grounds  of 
general  policy,  they  thought  fit  to  refuse  it. 

There  was  another  case,  heard  in  1862,  Jn  re  Newton's  Paient  (3)^ 
which  is  more  in  point,  and  in  fact  has  a  strong  bearing  upon  the 
present  application.  Dr.  Lushington,  in  pronouncing  the  judgment 
of  their  Lordships,  says  (4) :  "  This  is  a  petition  for  the  prolongation 
of  a  Patent  granted  in  August,  1848,  for  the  term  of  fourteen  years. 
It  appears  that  about  the  same  time  when  the  Patent  was  granted 
here,  a  similar  application  was  made  in  the  United  Staies  of  America  r 
and  that  in  consequence  of  that  application,  Letters  Patent  were- 
granted  on  the  19th  of  September,  1848,  for  the  same  period,  namely, 
fourteen  years,"  making  the  case  very  similar  to  the  present  case,  ini 
which  Letters  Patent  were  obtained  here  in  June,  and  in  America  in 
October :  there  they  were  obtained  in  England  in  August,  and  in 
America  in  September."  His  Lordship  proceeded :  "  An  application 
is  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  Patentee,  or  his  Assignees,  praying 
their  Lordships  to  renew  this  Patent.  Now,  their  Lordships  have 
considered  the  cases  bearing  upon  this  point  which  have  been 
previously  decided  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  and  they  are  of 

(1)  1  Moore'8  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  264.  (3)  15  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  176. 

(2)  Anie,  p.  78.  (4)  Ibid.  179. 
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opinion,  that  those  cases  were  all  rightly  decided,  and  they  have  J.  0. 
no  intention  of  departing  from  the  principles  there  laid  down.  1872 
It  appears,  however,  to  their  Lordships,  that  the  decision  of  this  Xn  re 
case  rests  npon  a  very  narrow  principle  indeed.     The  Patents  in      jp^tknt 

England  and  the  United  States  of  America  were  granted  almost        

simultaneoasly,  and  though  this  case  does  not  come  within  the 
letter  of  the  Statute,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  come  within 
the  true  spirit  of  it ;  and  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  in 
the  circumstances  they,  in  exercise  of  their  discretion,  ought  not  to 
advise  Her  Majesty  to  grant  a  prolongation  of  the  Patent."  That 
case  certainly  bears  a  very  strong  resemblance  to  the  present. 

There  was  also  another  case  referred  to,  that  of  Normand^s 
Paknt  (1),  where,  no  doubt,  the  circumstances  were  in  many  re- 
spects different  from  the  present  case,  but  in  which  Lord  Justice 
Giffard  observes,  that  "  their  Lordships  cannot  recommend  Her 
Majesty  to  prolong  the  Patent  in  England  upon  the  mere  chance 
<^f  its  being  prolonged  in  a  Foreign  Country"  (2). 

And  there  is  another  case,  Johnson's  Patent  ( WiUcox  &  Gibhs 
Sewing  Machine)  (3),  which,  no  doubt,  differs  in  many  particulars 
from  the  present,  but  in  which  the  general  principles  laid  down  in 
the  case  before  referred  to  are  confirmed. 

In  thepresent  case,  as  already  observed,  we  have  circumstances  very 
similar  to  those  which  existed  in  Newton's  Patent  (4),  but  we  have 
this  additional  fact,  which  appears  to  their  Lordships  very  material : 
iiot  only,  as  in  Newton's  Patent^  were  Patents  taken  out  in  this 
Country  and  America  within  short  periods  of  each  other,  so  that 
Ihe  American  Patent,  as  well  as  the  English,  were  nearly  expired  ; 
l>Qt  in  this  case  a  Patent  was  taken  out  iu  France,  and  that  Patent 
l^as  been  allowed  to  expire  by  the  Patentees  themselves.  So  that 
^hat  their  Lordships  are  asked  now  to  do  is  this :  the  Patentees 
having  published  this  invention  in  Francey  but  not  having  kept  up 
■their  Patent  in  that  Country,  we  are  asked  to  prohibit  the  subjects 
^^  the  Queen,  for  a  certain  term,  if  a  prolongation  is  granted, 
•rem  building  Vessels  the  subject  of  this  invention ;  while  the  build-  • 

^^g  of  them  would  be  open  to  Shipbuilders  in  France^  where  the 
^^vention  has  been  published  by  the  Patentees. 

(1)  law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  193.  (3)  AnU,  p.  75. 

(2)  Ibid.  195.  (4)  15  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  176. 


98  OASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  JL 

J.  a  Under  these  ciicumstanoes  their  Lordships,  haying  regard  to 

1872  the  principles  which  have  been  laid  down  in  the  cases  I  referred 

In  re  to,  are  of  opinion,  that  it  is  not  their  duty  to  advise  the  Crown  to 

piJi^x"  prolong  this  Patent. 

Solicitor  for  the  Petitioners :  A.  L.  Newton. 
Solicitors  to  the  Treasury,  for  the  Crown. 


J.C*       THE  HONOURABLE  EGBERT  JONES    .    .    Aj>pbsllant; 

1872  AND 


Jon.  11, 12.  THE  STAJf STEAD,  SHEFFORD,  AND) 
—  CHAMBLT  RAILROAD  COMPANY  /  '    *    ICespondents. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH  (APPEAL 
SIDE)  FOR  LOWER  CANADA. 

Law  of  Lower  Canada — Railway  Ad,  14  Jb  15  Vict,  c.  51 — Consolidated  Statutes- 
of  Canada^  22  Vict.  c.  66 — BaUway  Company — Notice — Condition  precedent 
— Compensation  for  rights  injuriously  affected — Action  en  denondation  de 
nouvel  oeuvre. 

A  Railway  Company,  in  Lower  Canada,  oonatituted  byActof  the  Provincial 
Legislature,  incorporating  the  Provincial  General  Railway  Act,  14  &  15 
Yict  c.  51  (Consolidated  Statutes  of  Canada,  22  Vict  c.  66),  made  under 
their  Act  a  Railway  Bridge,  without  giving  notice  to  treat  for  compensation 
to  the  Owner  of  a  Bridge  having  certain  statutory  rights  to  tolls,  by  virtue 
of  a  special  Act,  which  rights  he  alleged  were  interfered  with  by  the  Railway 
Bridge.  The  Owner  brought  an  action,  en  dinondation  de  nouvel  catvre, 
for  demolition  of  the  Railway  Bridge,  and  damages  occasioned  by  its  erection 
and  use.  The  Railway  Company  pleaded,  inter  alia,  the  Acts  of  the  Legis- 
lature empowering  them'to  make  their  Railway,  and  that  the  Railway  Bridge 
was  within  the  true  meaning  of  those  Acts,  and  was  not  in  violation  of 
the  Appellant's  statutory  rights : — 

Eeld,  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  that  assuming  the  Plaintiff^  by  virtue 
of  his  special  Act,  to  be  entitled  to  compensation,  yet  his  action  failed,  inas- 
much as  the  giving  notice  to  treat  for  compensation  was  not  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  Company's  right  to  exercise  their  powers,  and,  therefore,  that 
the  Company  were  not  wrongdoers. 

X  HE  questions  at  issue  in  this  appeal  were,  whether  the  Appellant 
had  such  a  right  in  a  Toll-bridge,  erected  by  him  over  the  Biver 

*  Present: — Sir  James  Colvile,  Sib  Robebt  PniLLiitOBB  (Judge  of  thk 
High  Coubt  of  Admibaltt)^  Bib  Montaqub  Edwabd  Smith,  and  Sm  Robebt 

POBBBTT  COLUEB. 
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BichdieUy  in  Lower  Canada,  as  to  support  an  action  brought  by        J.O. 
him  against  the  Respondents,  seeking  to  demolish  a  Bailway        1872 
Biidge,  forming  an  integral  part  of  their  line  of  Bailway^  con-       jonxs 
strncted  by  that  company  over  the  same  River  after  the  erection        tj^ 
of  the  Toll-bridge,  and  whether  the  Respondents  were  liable  for   Stanstiad, 
damages,  on  the  ground  of  the  construction  of  the  Railway  Bridge     Chamblt 
being  a  disturbance  of  the  Appellant's  right  Comfavt! 

The  rights  of  the  parties  depended  upon  the  construction  of  Abts 
of  the  Provincial  Parliament  of  Lower  Canada. 

In  the  year  1826,  the  6  Greo.  4,  c.  29,  was  passed  by  the  Parlia- 
ment of  the  Province  of  Lower  Canada,  authorizing  the  Appellant 
to  erect  a  good  and  substantial  drawbridge  over  the  River  Bichelieu, 
at  the  Town  of  8t  Johns,  at  a  point  specified  in  the  Act,  the  draw- 
gate  of  which,  for  the  passage  of  the  Vessels,  or  Boats,  or  rafts,  was 
to  be  at  least  thirty  feet  in  the  clear  between  the  pillars,  with  one 
Toll-house  and  turnpike,  and  other  dependencies,  on  or  near  the 
Bridge,  and  vesting  the  Bridge,  the  Toll-house,  turnpike,  and 
dependencies,  and  ascents  and  approaches  to  the  Bridge,  in  the 
Appellant,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever.  The  Act  contained  cer- 
tain requisites  regarding  the  site  and  elevation  of  the  Bridge,  and 
declared  that  the  Appellant,  in  order  to  entitle  himself  to  the 
benefits  and  advantages  granted  to  him  by  the  Act,  should  erect 
and  complete  the  Bridge  and  dependencies  within  four  years  of  the 
day  of  the  passing  of  the  Act,  and  should  give  certain  notices  and 
comply  with  certain  formalities  mentioned  in  the  Act ;  and  autho- 
rized the  Appellant^  so  soon  as  the  Bridge  should  be  erected 
and  certified  to  be  fit  and  proper  for  the  passage  of  Travellers,, 
cattle,  and  carriages,  and  the  certificate  published  in  the  manner 
directed,  to  take  ToUs  for  pontage  at  certain  specified  rates. 

^e  10th  section  of  the  Act  was  as  follows : — '^  As  soon  as  the 
^d  Bridge  shall  be  passable  and  opened  for  the  use  of  the  public^ 
^  person  or  persons  shall  erect  or  cause  to  be  erected  any  Bridge 
or  Bridges,  or  works,  or  use  any  ferry  for  the  carriage  of  any  per- 
^^  cattle,  or  carriage  whatsoever  for  hire,  across  the  said  River 
^wfteKeu,  within  one-half  league  below,  and  one  league  above  the 
8wd  Bridge ;  and  if  any  person  or  persons  shall  erect  a  Toll-bridge 
orToU-bridges  over  the  said  river  within  the  said  limits,  he  or  they 
fioall  pay  to  the  said  Bdbert  Jones,  his  heirs,  executors,  curators. 
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J.  C.  and  assigns,  treble  the  Tolls  hereby  by  this  Act  imposed  for  the 

1872  persons,  cattle,  and  carriages  which  shall  pass  over  such  Bridge  or 

^^^^  Bridges ;  and  if  any  person  or  persons  shall  at  any  time  for  hire  or 

,^  gain  pass  or  convey  any  person  or  persons,  cattle  or  carriages,  across 

Stahstead,  the  said  Eiver,  within  the  limits  aforesaid,  such  offender  or  offenders 

SHEFPOBD.AND     ,      n     ^  ,  .  .         i  -     i  /. 

Chamblt     shall,  for  each  carnage,  or  person,  or  animal  so  carried  across,  for- 
OoMPAjfT!    ^®^*  ^^^  V^J  *  8^°^  ^^*  exceeding  forty  shillings  currency/' 

It  was  further  enacted,  that  the  Act  should  not.  nor  should  any 

of  the  provisions  therein  contained,  extend  to  weaken,  diminish, 
or  extinguish  the  rights  and  privileges  of  His  Majesty,  His  heire 
and  successors  (except  as  to  the  power  and  authority  thereby  given 
to  the  Appellant,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  and  except  as  to  the  rights 
thereby  expressly  altered  and  extinguished),  and  that  His  Majesty, 
his  heirs  and  successors,  should  have  and  exercise  the  same  nghts, 
with  the  exceptions  aforesaid,  as  they  would  each  of  them  have  had 
before  the  passing  of  that  Act,  to  every  effect  and  purpose  what- 
soever, and  in  as  ample  a  manner  as  if  the  Act  had  never  been 
passed. 

After  the  passing  of  this  Act  the  Appellant  erected  a  Bridge 
over  the  Eiver  EichelieUy  at  the  Town  of  St  John's,  which  was 
opened  in  1^27. 

In  the  year  1853,  the  Stanstead,  Sheffordy  and  Chambley  Railroad 
Company  was  incorporated  by  a  Statute  of  the  Province  of  Canada 
(16  Vict  c.  107),  and  was  by  that  Act  authorized  to  construct  a 
Eailroad  from  such  point  on  the  8t  Lavyrence  River,  opposite  the 
City  of  Montreal,  as  the  Directors  of  the  Company  should  think 
fit,  in  the  general  direction  of  Chamhly  and  Shefford  to  the  outlet 
of  MemphramaffOff  Lake,  and  thence  to  the  Province  line  at  Stan- 
stead  to  form  a  connection  with  the  Passumpsic  and  Connecticut 
Rivers  Railroad. 

The  14  &  15  Vict/ c.  51,  the  Railway  Clauses  Consolidation  Act 
of  Canada,  which  regulates  the  privileges  of  Companies  who  are 
authorized  to  construct  Kailways  in  Lower  Canada,  was  then  in 
force.  Certain  clauses  of  this  Act,  intituled  *'  Acte  pour  refondre 
et  rSgler  les  clauses  ginirales  rdaiifs  aux  chemins  de  fer,''  were 
incorporated  in  the  above  Act,  16  Vict.  c.  107,  the  material  sec- 
tions were  as  follows : — 

Sect.  4  declares,  that  the  power  given  by  the  special  Act  of 
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coDstructing  the  Bailway  or  taking  lands  for  that  purpose  should  be        J.  0. 
€xerci8ed  conformably  to  the  dispositions  and  restrictions  con-         i872 
tained  in  that  present  Act,  and  compensation  should  be  made  to       j^^ 
the  Owners  and  Occupiers  of  the  lands  taken  by  the  Kail  way  or  in-        ^' 
juriously  affected  by  its  construction,  as  well  as  to  other  persons    Stanstead, 
interested,  for  th^  value  of  the  said  lands,  or  the  damages  suffered     Chambly 
by  reason  of  the  power  as  to  those  lands,  or  the  powers  given  to    ooSpany! 
the  Company  by  that  Act,  or  by  the  Special  Act,  or  any  Act  in-         — " 
corporated  with  it.     Unless  otherwise  specially  provided  by  that 
Act  or  the  Special  Act  the  amount  of  such  compensation  should  be 
ascertained  and  determined  in  the  manner  provided  by  the  Act. 

By  sect.  7,  sub-sect.  6,  it  is  declared,  "  The  word  'lands'  shall 
include  all  real  estate,  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita- 
ments of  any  tenure."  "Le  mot  *  terrains,'  comprendra  torn  les  hiens- 
fonds,  proprieids  foncieres,  tons  tenements  et  MrUages  qudconques 
pidqu'en  soit  la  teneur.'* 

Sect,  9  provided,  that  "  The  Company  shall  have  power  and 
authority : — secondly,  to  purchase,  hold,  and  take  of  any  corpora- 
tion or  person  any  land  or  other  property  necessary  for  the  con- 
straction,  maintenance,  accommodation,  and  use  of  the  Bailway,  and 
also  to  alienate,  sell,  or  dispose  of  the  same  at  pleasure.  Thirdly, 
to  take,  use,  occupy,  or  hold,  but  not  alienate  (otherwise  than  by 
nsmg)  the  public  beach,  or  the  land  covered  with  the  waters  of  any 
River  or  Lake  of  this  Province  which  may  be  necessary  for  the 
Railway  without  causing  damage  to  the  said  beach  or  lands,  and 
without  obstructing  the  navigation  of  the  said  Rivers  or  Lake :  Pro- 
vided that  leases  shall  be  only  for  so  long  as  the  beach  or  land  are 
necessary  for  the  use  of  the  Railway.  Fifthly,  to  construct,  main- 
tain, and  use  the  Railway  across,  along,  or  on  any  River,  Water- 
course, Canal,  Road,  or  Railway  which  it  may  cross  or  touch ;  but 
the  River,  Watercourse,  Road,  Canal,  or  Railways  so  crossed  shall 
be  restored  by  the  Company  to  its  original  condition,  or  to  a  con- 
dition involving  no  unnecessary  diminution  of  its  utility." 

Sect.  10  directs  that  plans  and  surveys  should  be  made  and 
corrected  as  follows : — "Surveys  and  levels  shall  be  taken  and  made 
of  Uie  lands  through  which  the  Railway  is  to  pass,  together  with  a 
Map  or  plan  thereof,  and  of  its  course  and  direction,  and  of  the  lands 
intended  to  be  passed  over  and  taken  therefor,  so  &r  as  then  ascer- 
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J.  0.       tained,  and  also  a  Book  of  reference  for  the  Railway ;  in  which  shall 

1872       be  set  forth  a  general  description  of  the  said  lands,  the  names 

^^^      of  the  Owners  and  Occupiers  thereof  so  far  as  they  can  be  ascer- 

^       tained,  and  everything  necessary  for  the  right  understanding  of 

8TAH8TBAD,  such  Map  or  plan.    The  Map  or  plan  and  Book  of  reference  to  be 

Cbahblt    examined   and  certified  by  the  person  performing  the  duties 

^^^    formerly  assigned  to  the  Surveyor-General  or  his  Deputies,  who 

should  deposit  copies  thereof  in  the  Office  of  the  Clerks  of  the  Peace 

in  the  Districts  or  Counties  through  which  the  Bailway  peisses,  and 
also  in  the  Office  of  the  provincial  Secretary,  and  should  also  deliver 
one  copy  thereof  to  the  said  Company. 

**Sect  11.  The  conveyance  of  lands,  their  valuation,  and  the 
compensation  therefor,  shall  be  subject  to  the  following  rules : — 

^^  Fifthly.  After  one  month  from  the  deposit  of  the  Map  or  plan 
and  Book  of  reference,  and  from  notice  thereof  in  at  least  one 
Newspaper  in  each  of  the  Districts  or  Counties  through  which  the 
Bailway  is  intended  to  pass,  application  may  be  made  to  the  Owners 
of  lands,  or  to  parties  empowered  to  convey  lands,  or  interested  in 
lands,  which  may  suffer  damage  from  the  taking  of  materials  or 
the  exercise  of  any  of  the  powers  granted  for  the  Bailway,  and 
thereupon  agreements  and  contracts  may  be  made  with  such  par- 
ties touching  the  said  lands  or  the  compensation  to  be  paid  for  the 
same,  or  for  the  damages,  or  as  to  the  mode  in  which  such  compen- 
sation shall  be  ascertained,  as  may  seem  expedient  to  both  parties,, 
and  in  case  of  disagreement  between  them  or  any  of  them,  then 
all  questions  which  arise  between  them  shall  be  settled  as  follows, 
that  is  to  say : — 

**  Sixthly.  The  deposit  of  a  Map  or  plan  and  Book  of  reference 
and  the  notice  of  such  deposit  shall  be  deemed  a  general  notice  to 
all  such  parties  as  aforesaid  of  the  lands  which  will  be  required  for 
the  said  Bailway  and  works. 

'*  Seventhly.  The  notice  served  upon  the  party  shall  contain  a 
description  of  the  lands  to  be  taken  or  of  the  powers  intended  to 
be  exercised  with  regard  to  any  lands,  describing  them ;  a  decla- 
ration of  readiness  to  pay  some  certain  sum  or  rent,  as  the  case 
may  be,  as  compensation  for  such  lands,  or  for  such  damages,  and 
the  name  of  a  person  to  be  appointed  as  Arbitrator  of  the  Company 
if  their  offer  be  not  accepted ;  and  such  notice  shall  be  accompanied 
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bj  the  certificate  of  a  sworn  Surveyor  for  Upper  Canada  or  Lower  J.  0. 

Canada^  as  the  case  may  be,  disinterested  in  the  matter,  and  not  1872 

being  the  Arbitrator  named  in  the  notice,  that  the  land,  if  the  jobeb 

notice  relate  to  the  taking  of  land,  shewn  on  the  said  Map  or  plan  rj^ 

is  required  for  the  Railway,  or  is  within  the  limits  of  deviation  ^Stanbtibad, 

Sbxfvobd^aniv 
hereby  allowed,  that  he  knows  the  land  or  the  amount  of  damage     Chambly 

likely  to  arise  from  the  exercise  of  the  powers,  and  that  the  sum    gokpast? 

ao  offered  is,  in  his  opinion,  a  fair  compensation  for  the  land  and        

&r  the  damages  as  aforesaid." 

Insect.  22  it  was  declared  that  ''  Nothing  herein  contained  shall 
denote  from,  or  shall  be  interpreted  to  derogate  in  any  way  from, 
the  rights  of  Her  Majesty,  Her  heirs  or  successors,  or  of  any  person, 
or  of  any  Corporation  or  collegiate  body,  such  only  excepted  as  are 
herem  mentioned." 

In  1855,  an  Act  was  passed  by  the  Parliament  of  the  Province 
of  Canada^  18  Vict.  c.  185,  to  amend  the  Act  incorporating  the 
Stanslead,  Shefford,  and  Chambly  Railroad  Company^  by  which  Act, 
amongst  other  things,  the  Company  were  authorized  to  make  and 
construct  a  branch  line  of  Bailway  from  some  point  on  their  main 
line  to  any  point  on  the  Champlain  and  St.  Lawrence  Bailway, 
and  all  the  provisions  and  enactments  of  the  Act  of  Incorporation 
were  made  to  apply  to  the  branch  lines  and  extensions  authorized 
by  the  amending  Act,  and  it  was  enacted,  that  the  Company  should 
have  and  el^ercise  all  the  powers,  authority,  and  privileges  in 
lespect  to  the  branch  lines  as  were  by  the  original  Act  conferred 
upon  the  Company  in  respect  of  the  main  line,  as  fully  and 
completely  as  if  the  branch  lines  had  formed  part  of  the  line 
mentioned  in  the  Act  of  Incorporation. 

In  1858,  a  further  Act,  22  Vict.  c.  57,  to  amend  the  Acts  re- 
lating to  the  instead,  Sheffard,  and  Chambly  Railroad  Company ^ 
was  passed,  by  the  2nd  section  of  which  it  was  enacted,  that 
notwithstanding  anything  in  any  other  Act  contained,  the  branch 
line,  from  the  main  line  to  8t  John's  on  the  Champlain  and  St 
Lawrenee  Bailway^  then  in  course  of  construction,  should  be  held 
and  considered  for  all  purposes  whatsoever  to  be  part  of  the  main 
line  of  the  Slanstead,  Shefard,  and  Chambly  Railroad. 

The  Appellant  having  discovered  that  the  Company  were  making 
preparations  to  construct  a  Bridge  over  the  Biver  Richelieu  within 
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J.  G.  the  limits  prohibited  by  the  Act  which  anthorized  him  to  constract 

1872  his  Bridge,  caused  a  formal  notice  of  his  rights,  and  a  protest 

^^^  against  the  Company's  works  being  proceeded  with,  to  be  served 

^  on  the  2l8t  of  August,  1858,  by  two  Notaries  public  at  the  office 


Stanatead,  of  the  Company  at  Waterloo,  in  the  Township  of  Sheford,  and  on 
*Cham»lt^^  the  30th  of  August  a  similar  protest  on  the  Appellant's  behalf  was 
^MP^^    served  on  the  Contractors  and  Builder  of  the  Bridge  in  the  Town 

of  St  Johns. 

Notwithstanding  the  Appellant's  protest  the  Railway  CompaDv 
completed  their  Bridge,  and  ran  trains  over  it,  carrying  passengers 
and  goods. 

In  the  month  of  August,  1859,  the  action  out  of  which  the 
present  appeal  arose  was  commenced  in  the  Superior  Court  of 
Lower  Canada,  District  of  Iberville,  by  the  Appellant,  against  the 
Eespondents,  described  as  a  body  politic,  and  incorporated  according 
to  the  Laws  of  the  Province.  The  declaration  stated,  in  sub- 
stance, to  the  effect  hereinbefore  detailed,  and  that  the  Appellant 
had  suffered  and  continued  to  suffer  considerable  loss  by  reason  of 
the  Eespondents  having  erected  and  opened  their  Bridge,  and  con- 
cluded by  praying  that  by  reason  of  the  erection  by  him  of  a 
Bridge  across  the  River  Eichelieu  at  the  Town  of  Dorchester,  now 
called  St.  John's,  according  to  the  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  29,  he  should 
be  declared  to  have  acquired  an  exclusive  privilege  to  the  Feny 
of  any  person,  cattle,  or  carriage  whatever,  for  hire  of  gain  across 
the  River  Richdieu  within  the  limits  of  half  a  leagqie  below  and 
one  league  above  the  Bridge;  that  the  Bridge  erected  by  the 
Respondents  across  the  River  Richdieu  was  a  work  and  construc- 
tion which  the  Company  had  no  right  to  make,  and  that  the 
Company  should  be  consequently  ordered  to  undo  and  demolishi 
or  to  cause  to  be  demolished,  the  Bridge  so  constructed  within 
fifteen  days  after  the  service  of  the  judgment  to  be  rendered,  or 
within  such  time  as  the  Court  might  fix ;  that  the  Company  be 
forbidden  to  disturb  the  Plaintiff  in  the  enjoyment  of  his  privilege 
within  the  limits  above-mentioned,  and  that  in  default  of  the 
Company  complying  with  the  judgment  within  such  time  as  afore- 
said the  Plaintiff  should  be  at  liberty  to  cause  to  be  demolished, 
with  and  under  the  authority  of  the  Court,  at  the  costs  and  charges 
of  the  Company,  the  Bridge  constructed  by  the  Company  across 
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the  River  Richelieu,  and  that  the  Company  be  condemned  to  pay       J.  C. 
to  the  Plaintiff  £5,000  damages,  with  interest  and  costs.  1872 

Exhibits  were  filed  by  the  Appellant  with  the  declaration,  com-       ^^^ 
prising  the  certificate  of  two  Justices  of  the  completion  of  the        JJj 
Appellant's  bridge,  the  notice  thereof  published  in  the  Montreal  Stanstead, 
OazeUe,  the  protest  served  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant  on  the     Chambli 
Kespondents,  and  the  notice  given  of  his  special  Act  of  1826,  as     c^ipA^^J| 

required  by  that  Act,  that  the  inhabitants,  if  they  chose  to  do       

so,  might  apply  for  authority  to  build  the  Bridge  themselves. 

The  plea  of  the  Eespondents,  after  reciting  the  conditions  under 
which  the  Appellant  was  empowered  to  construct  his  Bridge, 
pleaded,  in  substance,  that  the  Bridge  built  by  the  Appellant  was 
not  of  the  construction  and  dimensions  required  by  the  Act,  and 
was  not  such  a  Bridge  as  to  entitle  the  Appellant  to  the  benefits 
and  advantages  of  the  Act,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  had  not  given 
the  notices  required  by  the  Act  before  commencing  the  building 
of  the  Bridge ;  that  the  erection  of  the  Bridge  as  by  the  Act 
required,  and  the  making  the  same  fit  for  passage  of  Travellers 
Cattle,  and  carriages,  was  never  certified  by  two  Justices  of  the 
Peace,  or  advertised  in  one  of  the  public  Newspapers  in  Montreal, 
as  required  by  the  Act.  The  plea  further  insisted,  that  supposing 
the  Appellant  to  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  and  advantages  of 
the  Act,  the  Respondents  had  not  erected  any  Bridge  for  the 
carriage  of  *any  persons,  cattle,  or  carriages  whatsoever  for  hire, 
within  the  limits  of  the  privilege  granted  by  the  Appellant's  Act, 
or  in  anywise  infringed  any  prohibition  contained  in  that  Act ; 
that  the  Bespondents  were  authorized  by  the  Act  incorporating 
the  Company  to  lay  a  double  or  single  line  of  Railway  from 
8nch  point  on  the  St,  Laurrence  River  opposite  the  City  of  Motni- 
real,  as  the  Directors  might  think  most  advantageous,  in  the 
general  direction  of  Chambly  and  Shefford  to  the  outlet  of  Mem- 
fhramoffog  Lake,  and  thence  to  the  Province  line  in  Stanstead, 
^th  power  to  construct  the  different  sections  in  such  order 
as  they  might  see  fit ;  that  by  the  Act  amending  the  last- 
mentioned  Act,  the  Company  were  authorized  to  make  and  use  a 
branch  line  from  any  point  on  their  main  line  to  any  point  on  the 
Chamflain  and  St.  Latorenee^Railway,  even  before  the  completion  of 
their  main  line ;  that  under  the  authority  of  the  two  last-mentioned 


106  OASES  IN  THE  PEIVY  OOUNdL.  [L.  B. 

J.  C.  Act8|  the  Company  entered  upon  the  constrnction  of  a  branch  line 

1872  of  Railway  from  the  village  of  Chranby  to  8t  John%  on  the  said 

j^^  ClMmplain  and  8t  Lawrenee  Railway  ;  that  afterwards,  by  the  Act 

Tm  ^^  *^®  ^^  ^^^*'  ^'  ^®'  *^®  Eespondenta  were  authorized  to  poetpone 

Rtanwbad,  to  an  indefinite  period  the  construction  of  that  part  of  their  main 

SUEFVORD^AND 

Chamblt    line  between  the  village  of  Chranby  and  the  Biver  St.  Laiorenee^  and 
Comm,    the  branch  line  then  in  course  of  construction  from  Chranby  to 
St.  John's  was  declared  to  be  part  of  the  main  line.    The  plea 
went  on  to  allege,  that  it  was  impossible  for  the  Company  to  con- 
struct and  use  their  line  of  Bailway  in  accordance  with  their 
several  Acts,  otherwise  than  by  making  a  Bridge  across  the  Biver 
Michelieu  at  8t.  Johns,  and  that  the  Bespondents  were  by  their 
Acts  authorized  to  construct,  maintain,  and  use  such  Bailway 
Bridge,  and  to  appropriate  for  the  use  of  the  Bailway  so  much 
of  the  land  covered  by  the  waters  of  the  Biver  Biehdieu  as 
might  be  necessary  to  that  end,  subject  only  to  approval  by  the 
Governor  in  Council  of  the  site  and  plan  of  such  Bailway  bridge, 
and  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  might  be  thereafter  made  by 
the  Governor  in  Council  with  a  view  to  the  protecting  of  the 
navigation  of  the  river ;  and  that  the  Bailway  Bridge  was  con- 
structed and  was  used  as  an  essential  and  integral  part  of  the 
Company's  line  after  due  approval  by  the  Governor  in  Council  of 
the  site  and  plan,  and  in  conformity  with  the  Company's  powers; 
and  that  the  Bridge  was  only  passable  for  Bailway  locomotives 
and  carriages,  and  never  had  been  and  was  not  a  Bridge  or  work 
for  the  carriage  of  any  persons,  cattle,  or  carriages  whatsoever  for 
hire  within  the  true  sense  and  meaning  of  the  special  Act  of  1826. 
To  this  plea  the  Appellant  replied,  by  way  of  special  answer  in 
law  to  so  much  as  alleged  the  absence  of  a  drawgate,  of  an  open- 
ing between  the  piers  of  eighty  feet  at  the  deepest  part  of  the 
Biver,  of  the  elevation  of  six  feet  above  the  level  of  the  Biver, 
and  the  omission  of  the  proper  notices  and  other  formalities 
required  by  the  Appellant's  special  Act,  that  such  allegations  were 
unfounded  in  law  for  several  reasons :  first,  that  the  Bespondents 
did  not  pretend  that  by  the  facts  alleged  by  them  the  Appdhm^ 
had  forfeited  his  Act  and  lost  the  privileges  granted  to  him 
thereby;  secondly,  that  the  Bespondents  did  not  allege  that  they 
had  any  interest  entitling  them  to  complain  of  any  non-perfonnance 
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or  Tiolation'of  the  proyisoes  and  conditions  of  the  Appellant's  J.O. 

Act;  and  thirdly,  that  the  Bespondents  did  not  in  the  part  of  1872 

their  plea  to  which  the  special  answer  in  law  applied,  allege  that  j^^ 

they  had  suffered  or  were  suffering  any  damage  from  the  non-  ,^ 

performance  or  the  yiolation  of  the  clauses  and  conditions  of  the  Stanstiai^ 

Appellant's  Act.      And  by  way  of  further  answer  to  the  Be-  Chamblt 


spondent's  plea  the  Appellant  contended  that  it  was  fiedse,  and     qoxpakt. 

could  not  be  substantiated ;  that  he  had  complied  with  all  the        

provisoes  and  conditions  of  his  Act  according  to  its  true  intent 
and  meaning,  and  that  he  had  acquired  and  possessed  all  the 
rights  and  piiyileges  granted  to  him  by  the  Act ;  that  the  draw- 
bridge required  had  been  constructed  by  him  in  accordance  with 
the  Act,  and  that  it  always  had  been  and  was  still  oyer  the 
River  Biehdieu,  and  that  its  position  had  been  changed  only  in 
accordance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act ;  that  the  Bespon- 
dents had  no  right  to  complain  of,  and  had  suffered  no  damage 
from,  any  non-performance,  deviation  from,  or  yiolation  of  the  pro- 
visoes and  conditions  of  the  Act  alleged  by  them  in  their  plea,  all 
of  which,  howeyer,  the  Appellant  denied;  that  the  Appellant 
having  enjoyed  ^vithout  interruption  or  challenge  for  more  than 
twenty  years  the  right  of  taking  tolls  on  his  Bridge,  the  Bespon- 
dents could  not  then  question  his  rights  on  the  ground  of  non- 
performance, deviation  from,  or  violation  of  the  provisoes  and 
conditions  of  the  Act,  the  existence  of  which  grounds,  moreover, 
the  Appellant  denied ;  that  no  law  had  authorized  the  Bespon- 
dents to  construct  or  maintain  the  Bridge  which  they  had  made 
within  the  limits  prescribed  by  the  Appellant's  Act ;  and  he  denied 
all  the  allegations  in  the  Bespondents'  plea,  except  those  admitted 
by  his  answer. 

The  cause  was  heard  on  the  16th  of  November,  1865,  by 
Mr.  Justice  Stcotte,  and  judgment  was  delivered  on  the  16th  of 
November,  1866,  by  him  against  the  Appellant,  dismissing  his 
action  with  costs  (1).  The  principal  grounds  on  which  the  Court 
grounded  its  decision  were;  that  the  Bespondents  built  their 
Bridge  in  accordance  with  their  Act  of  Parliament^  and  the 
regulations  of  the  administrative  authority ;  that  the  Appellant 
bad  suffered  no  loss  from  the  Bespondents'  works ;  that  whatever 
(1)  See  the  case  reported,  17  Low.  Can.  Bep.  p.  81. 
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J.C.  right  of  compensation  the  Appellant  might  have,  he  could  not 

1872  demand  the  removal  of  the  Respondents'  works ;  that  the  Court 

jojjBg  had  no  jurisdiction  to  give  eflTect  to  legal  rights  as  against  tlie 

The  Ordinance  of  the  administrative  authority;   that  the  Appellant 

Stanstkad,   could  have  no  right  of  property  over  a  Eiver;  and  lastlv,  that 
Shipfobd,and  .1.  T.      .  t      1     -1  i  .        n      1-1      1      111 

Chambly     the  Appellant,  if  his  rights  had  been  interfered  with,  should  have 

Company,     brought  an  action  for  damages. 

—  From  this  judgment  the  Appellant  appealed  to  the  Court  of 

Queen's  Bench,  Lower  Canada  (appeal  side). 

In  hiA  factum  he  contended  that  the  issues  between  himself  aod 
the  Eespondents  resolved  themselves  into  four  questions :  Firsts 
had  the  Appellant  by  virtue  of  his  Act  an  exclusive  privilege, 
and  was  this  privilege  granted  upon  the  performance  of  certain 
conditions,  and  had  they  been  complied  with  iu  such  a  manner  as 
to  secure  him  the  advantage  of  this  privilege  ?  Secondly,  could 
the  Bespondents  allege  the  non-fulfilment  of  these  conditions, 
without  any  cause  of  complaint,  without  alleging  any  grievance  or 
inconvenience  to  any  particular  individual  or  to  the  public,  and 
without  first  demanding  and  obtaining  the  forfeiture  of  the  Appel- 
lant's privilege  ?  Thirdly,  had  the  Respondents  interfered  with 
the  Appellant  s  privilege,  and  if  so,  had  they  obtained  any  such 
rights  de  piano,  without  adopting  any  formality,  and  without  any 
obligation  on  their  part  to  indemnify  him  ?  And  fourth,  had  the 
Appellant  the  right  to  proceed  by  a  demand  for  an  order  to  remove 
the  Bridge  erected  by  the  Bespondents  ?  and  he  contended  that, 
under  the  answer  to  the  fourth  question,  the .  Respondents  were 
trespassers,  and  that,  therefore,  his  only  remedy  was  by  action 
'^  En  denonciation  de  nouvel  oeuvreJ* 

The  Respondents  in  their  factum  rested  their  defence  on  four 
grounds,  any  one  of  which  they  contended  was  sufficient  to  defeat 
the  Appellant's  action :  first,  that  the  Appellant  was  entitled  to  the 
exclusive  privileges  claimed  by  him  only  on  the  fulfilment  by  him 
of  the  condition  precedent  of  building  his  Bridge  in  a  particular 
manner,  a  condition  he  was  proved  by  the  evidence  not  to  have 
fulfilled  ;  secondly,  that  the  Respondents  had  statutory  authority 
for  building  the  Bridge  complained  of;  thirdly,  that  the  Bridge  of 
the  Respondents  was  not  such  a  Bridge  as  was  prohibited  by  the 
6  Greo.  4,  c.  29 ;  and,  lastly,  that  supposing  that  the  Respondents 
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•could  be  made  to  pay  damages  for  acts  done  by  them  under  Statute,  J.  0. 

the  Appellant  had  failed  to  prove  any  damage  resulting  to  him  1872 

from  their  acts.  jones 

The  appeal  was  beard  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Benehy  composed  ^^^ 

of  Chief  Justice  Duval,  and  the  Justices  Oaron^  Badgley,  Monk,  Stansthad, 

and  SteuHiri,  the  latter  Judge    sitting  in  lieu  of  Mr.  Justice  Ghamblt 

Drummondf  who  was  incompetent  to  sit,  from  his  being  the  Pre-  compact? 

fiident  of  the  Bailway  Company.    After  taking  time  to  consider,  

the  Court,  on  the  7th  of  September,  1869,  affirmed  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  below,  with  costs. 

The  appeal  was  from  this  judgment  of  affirmance. 

Mr.  Matthews,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hemming,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  rights  of  the  parties  in  this  appeal  depend  upon  the  con- 
struction of  Acts  of  the  Proyincial  Parliament  of  Lower  Canadct. 
The  Appellant  claims  under  an  Act  passed  in  1826,  6  Geo.  4, 
<^.  29,  intituled  ^^  An  Act  to  authorize  B.  Jones  to  build  a  Toll- 
bridge over  the  Biver  Richelieu,  in  the  parish  of  SL  Luke,  at 
SL  Jchn^s,  near  the  Bapida,  to  fix  the  rates  of  Tolls  for  passing 
thereon,  and  to  provide  regulations  for  the  same."  This  exclusiye 
priyilege  was  accompanied  by  certain  conditions,  which,  it  was 
proyed  in  the  action,  the  Appellant  had  duly  performed,  accord- 
ing to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  Act,  and,  as  it  must 
be  assumed  from  the  admissions  and  eyidence,  in  a  manner  satis- 
&ctory  to  the  Legislature  and  Goyemment  of  the  Proyince.  The 
Bespondents  are  a  Bailroad  Company  incorporated  by  an  Act 
passed  in  1853,  16  .Vict,  c  107  —  and  further  empowered  by 
subsequent  Acts,  18  Yict.  c.  185,  passed  in  1855,  and  22  Vict. 
<^.  57,  passed  in  1858.  At  the  passing  of  these  Acts  there  was, 
And  is  still,  a  general  Act  in  force  of  the  Proyince  of  Lower 
Canada,  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  51,  which  regulates  the  priylleges  of 
Oompanies  who  are  authorized  to  construct  Bailways  in  Lower 
Canada  ;  corresponding  now  with  sect.  11,  ch.  66  of  the  Consolidated 
Statutes  of  Canada.  Portions  of  this  general  Act  were  incorpo- 
rated in  the  Bespondent  Company's  Act,  namely,  those  relating  to 
incorporation,  powers  to  make  suryeys,  and  take  lands,  both 
public  and  priyate,  at  yaluations,  affording  compensation,  to  be 
ascertained  in  manner  therein  proyided :  and  by  the  sub-section  19 

ToL.IV.  8  K 
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J.  a       of  the  last-named  Act,  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  51,  it  is  enacted 
1872       "  that  upon  payment  or  tender  of  the  compensation  awaided  or 
JoM      agreed  upon  the  Award  or  agreement  shall  vest  in  the  Company 
^        the  power  forthwith  to  take  possession  of  the  lands,  or  to  exercise 
Stambtead,  the  right,  or  to  do  the  thing  for  which  such  compensation  shall  have 
CHAMBI.Y    been  awarded  or  agreed  upon."    The  Act,  therefore,  by  implication, 
Q^j^^    prohibits  the  Company  &om  exercising  its  power  till  that  condition 
"■■"       has  been  fulfilled.    There  is  good  reason  why  such  a  condition  prece- 
dent should  be  imposed.  The  Canadian  Act  is  founded  on  the  English 
Lands  Glauses  ConsoUdation  Act^  1845,  8  &  9  Vict,  c  18:  but  unlike 
the  English  Act  it  contains  no  provision  enabling  the  person  damni* 
fied  to  take  the  initiative  for  obtaining  compensation.    He  cannot 
obtain  compensation  until  notice  has  been  given  by  the  Company, 
for  notice  by  the  Company  is  the  very  basis  of  the  arbitration.    It 
would,  therefore,  be  monstrous  that  the  Company  should  be  at 
liberty  to  exercise  their  powers  free  from  the  condition  precedent 
of  giving  notice  to  those  whose  rights  they  injuriously  affect    K 
the  giving  of  notice  to  those  who  are  entitled  to  compensation  is 
a  condition  precedent,  the  Bespondents  failed  in  the  performance 
of  such  condition,  for  the  Appellant  was  entitled  to  compensation 
under  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  51,  s.  4,  on  two  grounds,  first,  by  reason  of 
the  statutory  prohibition  contained  in  his  own  Act»  6  Geo.  4,c.  29, 
against  the  building  of  a  Bridge  such  as  the  Bespondents  have  built; 
and,  secondly,  by  reason  of  the  statutory  prohibition  in  the  Appel- 
lant's Act  against  the  use  of  such  a  Bridge  for  traffic.    That  the 
exclusive  rights  of  the  Appellant  with  respect  to  his  Bridge  of 
taking  Tolls,  &c.,  provided  by  sect.  10  of  his  Act,  are  '^lands'' 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Canadian  general  BaUtoay  Ad  (14  &  15 
Yict.  c.  51,  s.  7,  sub-s.  2)  is  clear,  and  even  apart  from  the  statu- 
tory prohibition  of  the  mere  building  of  a  Bridge,  which  must 
necessarily  interfere  with  the  Appellant's  Tolls,  and  injuriously 
affect  his  franchise,  the  user,  as  apart  from  the  construction,  of  the 
Bailway  Bridge  is  an  injury  which  the  Appellant  has  a  right  to  be 
relieved  against:  Beg.  v.  The  Cambrian  Bailway  Company  (1). 

There  are  no  powers  conferred  on  the  Bespondents  either  by 
their  Act  of  incoiporation  or  the  amending  Acts  which  afford  any 
justification  of  the  course  they  have  pursued ;  and  it  is  dear  that  if 
(1)  Law  Sep.  6  Q.  B.  422. 
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the  Bespondents  hare,  as  we  contend,  failed  to  fulfil  a  condition  pre-       J.  0. 
cedent  for  the  execution  of  their  powers,  they  are  liable  to  an  action       1872 
as  ordinary  wrongdoers:  Bamsden  v.  Manchester  South  Junetum  and      joj^^ 
AUrineham  BaUway  Company  (1) ;  Beatdry  y.  The  Mayor  of  Mon-        ^ 
ireai  (2).    The  action  en  dinondaiion  de  nouvd  oeuvre  was  the  proper   Stakstiad, 
remedy :  Merlin,  Q^e8tion8  de  Droit,  tit  "  Denoneiation  de  nouvd     Chamblt 
omnre,''  §§  5  and  6,  which  is  the  bads  of  the  law  of  Louder  Canada  on     ooinpiSr^ 
this  question.    An  injunction  against  the  recurrence  of  the  viola-       """* 
tion  of  a  Conunon  Law  right  is  a  matter  of  course,  unless  there  is 
something  special  in  the'case :   The  Imperial  Oadight  Company  v. 
Broadbent  (3).    The  fact  that  the  Bailway  has  been  completed  is 
immaterial :  Martin  y.  London,  Chaiham,  and  Dover  Bailway  Com^ 
})any  (4);  BaphaAY.  The  ThameaVaUey Bailway  Company  (5);  Wing 
T.  The  Tottenham  and  Edmpstead  Junction  Bailway  Company  (6). 
Even  if  the  Eespondents  had  the  power  under  the  Acts  in  question 
to  inrade  the  Appellant's  privilege,  they  were  not  authorized  to 
do  so  without  taking  all  the  preliminary  steps  which  they  were 
boimd  by  their  Acts  to  adopt  before  taking  private  property  from 
the  Owners  of  it,  and  without  making  full  compensation  to  the 
Appellant,  who  has  suffered  great  and  serious  damage  by  the 
Hallway  Company's  invasion  of  his  rights,  and  was  entitled  to 
maintain  the  action  out  of  which  this  appeal  arises,  and  to  all  the 
relief,  in  the  alternative  for  damages,  Couch  v.  8ted  (7),  CaseweU 
T.  Worth  (8),  sought  by  his  declaration. 

Sir  B.  Palmer,  Q,C.,  and  Mr.  Gibba,  for  the  Bespondents : — 
In  the  first  place,  the  Bailway  Bridge  constructed  by  the  Bespon- 
dents is  not  a  Bridge  within  the  prohibition  of  the  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c  29. 
It  is  not  a  Toll  bridge  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  10  of  that  Act  The 
fares  taken  by  the  BaUway  Company,  though  they  may  include  the 
passage  over  the  Bespondents' Bridge,  are  not  such  Tolls  as  are  con- 
templated by  the  Appellant's  special  Act  That  Act  gives  no  such 
exclusive  privilege  as  could  support  the  Appellant  s  demand  for  the 
demolition  of  the  Bailway  Bridge  and  for  the  damages  claimed. 
Ko  damage  was  proved,  and  the  existence  of  such  is  merely  specula- 

(1)  1  Ex.  72a.  (6)  Law  Rep.  2  Ch.  147. 

(2)  11  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  899.  (6)  Law  Rep.  3  Clu  740. 

(3)  7  H.  L.  G.  600,  612.  (7)  3  £.  &  B.  402. 

(4)  Law  Bep.  1  Ch.  601.  (8)  26  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  121. 
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J.  c.       live,  and,  having  regard  to  the  use  and  object  of  the  Bailway  Bridge, 
1872       cannot  be  assessed  or  ascertained.  Bat,  secondly,  the  Bespondents 
JoNK       ^^^^  constructed  the  Bridge  complained  of  under  statutory  autho- 
-^       rity,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  saying,  that  the  Act  empowering 
Staottbad,  the  Kailway  Company  to  build  a  Bridge  imposes  as  a  condi- 
Chaxblt    tion  precedent  on  the  Bespondents  the  necessity  of  giving  notice 
Coi^^.    of  their  intention,  and  a  tender  of  compensation  by  way  of  damages  ; 
■~"       which  they  contend  could  never  occur.    The  argument  in  favour  of 
the  supposed  condition  precedent,  that  otherwise  no  security  for  the 
payment  of  compensation  is  provided,  is  answered  by  the  fact  that 
a  method  of  obtaining  compensation  is  provided,  and  that  notice  by 
the  Eailway  Company  is  not  necessary  to  enable  a  person  entitled 
to  compensation  to  come  forward  and  claim  it    The  sub-sect  6  of 
sect.  11  of  c.  66  of  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Canada  (answer- 
ing to  the  14  &  15  Vict.  c.  51,  sub-sect  19,  d.  11,  sub-sect  8) 
makes  the  deposit  of  Maps  and  plans,  and  a  Book  of  reference,  a 
general  notice  to  all  persons  interested,  and  enables  the  Company  to 
make  its  Bailway  without  more,  throwing  upon  persons  interested 
the  necessity  of  coming  forward  to  claim  compensation.    Now,  an 
admission  by  a  Bailway  Company  of  a  Claimant's  right  to  compensa- 
tion is  not  necessary  under  the  English  Statute,  16  Vict  c.  169,  to 
enable  a  Claimant  to  take  proceedings  to  obtain  compensation :  The 
East  and  West  India  Doeks  and  Birmingham  Junction  Railway  Com- 
pany V.  Qaitlce  (1) ;  The  London  and  North  Western  Bailway  Com- 
pany V.  Smith  (2).    If  the  Company  must,  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  exercise  of  their  powers,  give  notice  to  every  individual  inte- 
rested, they  would  be  liable  in  numberless  instances  to  be  treated 
as  wrongdoers  at  any  distance  of  time,  subject  only  to  the  Statute 
of  Limitations.    That  could  never  have  been  intended.     But  even 
if  there  be  such  a  condition  precedent,  it  could  not  benefit  the 
Appellant,  for  he  was  not  entitled,  as  we  maintain,  to  any  compen- 
sation at  all,  and,  therefore,  there  was  no  condition  precedent  in  his 
case  to  break.    The  injury  occasioned  by  the  use  of  the  Kailway 
Bridge  is  not  within  the  Canadian  Act  any  more  than,  as  determined 
in  The  Hammersmith  BaUway  Company  v.  Brand  (3),  and  The  Olas- 
gow  Union  BaUway  Company  v.  Ewnter  (4),  within  the  English  or 

(1)  3  Mac.  &  G.  165.  (3)  Law  Rep.  4  H.  L.  171. 

(2)  1  Mac  &  G,  216.   .  (4)  Law  Rep.  2  H.  L.,  Sc.  7a 
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the  Scotch  Acts.    The  case  is  still  stronger  upon  the  Canadian  Act^       J.  0. 
22  Yici.  c.  66,  s.  5,  or  14  &  15  Yict.  c.  51,  s.  4,  than  on  the  English  or       1872 
Scotch  Acts.  Even  if  the  condition  precedent  contended  for  is  pro-       j^J^ 
Tided  by  the  Canadian  Act,  that  alone  is  a  valid  reason  that  injury        ,j^ 
effected  by  user  cannot  be  within  the  kind  of  damages  for  which  com-   Staimtkad, 
pessation  is  given  by  the  Act ;  as  it  must  be  impossible  to  foresee     ghaubly 
who  will  be  damaged  by  the  use  of  the  Bailway .    We  maintain,  that    cto^^J^ 

no  damage  has  been  caused  to  the  Appellant.    The  construction       

of  the  Respondents'  Bridge  would  not  of  necessity  diminish  the 
Appellant's  tolls,  so  as  to  bring  this  case  within  the  authority  of 
Beff.  V.  Camhrian  Bailway  Company  (1),  and  make  it  a  case  of  injury 
by  the  construction  of  the  works.  It  cannot  be  said,  that  the 
Appellant's  Act  prohibited  the  erection  of  the  Bailway  Bridge. 
Whichever  way  the  case  be  looked  at,  the  acts  complained  of  were 
not  pointed  at  by  the  Appellant's  Act,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  29.  Even  if 
there  was  in  general  the  condition  precedent  contended  for,  and 
the  Appellant  was  entitled  to  compensation,  still  in  this  particular 
case  no  action  could  be  brought  against  the  Company  as  wrong- 
doers, this  being  the  case  of  a  Bridge  over  a  navigable  Hiver,  and 
navigable  Bivers  being  under  a  distinct  section  of  16  Yict.  c.  169, 
8.  8,  which  forbids  deviation,  and,  therefore,  makes  the  buildiDg 
of  the  Bridge  lawful.  If  the  Appellant  has  any  right  of  action 
against  the  Bespondents  as  wrongdoers,  it  is  not  in  the  present 
f<«n,  which  is  en  dinoneiation  de  namd  oeuvre,  similar  to  that  in 
Braum  v.  Cfuffy  (2).  The  remedy  is  pointed  out  in  Pothier,  Civ. 
Pfoe.  pt.  2,  ch.  3,  sec.  5.  The  action  which  the  Appellant  has 
brought  is  not  for  damages,  but  for  demolition  of  the  Bridge : 
and  the  Appellant's  right,  if  any,  is  not  even  for  damages,  but  to 
the  treble  tolls  and  forfeiture  mentioned  in  his  own  Act. 

Their  Lordships'  judgment,  having  been  reserved,  was  now       1372 
pronounced  by  ^3^ 

81B  MoNTAGUB  Smith  :— 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  of  Lower  Canada  affirming  a  decision  of  the  Superior  Court 
of  &at  Province  dismissing  the  Appellant's  action. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  422.  (2)  2  Mom's  P.  G.  Cases  (Hi).)  841. 
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J.  0.  Whatever  may  be  the  precise  technical  nature  of  this  action,  it 

1872       is  plain  that,  both  in  its  substance  and  form,  it  is  fonnded  on  a 

JoNu       supposed  wrong  done  by  the  Bailway  Company  to  the  Appellant 

rrj^        in  the  erection  of  a  Railway  Bridge  over  the  River  BuAdieu,  by 

Sta»8tbad,  which  he  alleges  that  certain  rights,  conferred  upon  him  by 

Chamblt    his  Act  as  the  Owner  of  a  Bridge  over  that  River,  have  been 

GoMPAHT.    anlawmlly  mfhnged. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  Company  have  Legislative 
authority  under  their  Act  to  carry  their  Railway  over  the  River 
by  a  Bridge,  and  it  was  admitted  by  the  learned  Counsel  for  the 
Appellant,  in  the  outset  of  his  argument,  that  having  such  power, 
the  building  of  the  Bridge  would  have  been  lawful,  and  this  action, 
therefore,  not  sustainable,  if  the  Company  had  taken  proper  pro- 
ceedings under  their  Act  to  assess  and  give  compensation  to  the 
Appellant ;  but  he  contended  that  these  proceedings  were  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  right  of  the  Company  to  exercise  their 
Statutable  powers,  and  that  before  taking  them  they  were  in  no 
better  position  than  if  the  powers  had  not  been  granted,  and  they 
were  strangers  committing  a  wrong. 

Much  greater  prominence  has  been  given  to  this  contention  at 
their  Lordships'  Bar  than  was  done  in  the  Courts  below,  where 
other  important  points  arising  in  the  case  were  more  fully  discussed. 

The  question  thus  raised  involves  the  construction  of  the  general 
Railway  Acts  of  the  Province  upon  points  of  some  practical  im- 
portance, and  if  decided  according  to  the  Appellant's  contention, 
Railway  Companies  would  be  in  peril  of  committing  involuntarily 
a  variety  of  wrongful  acts  in  the  execution  of  their  works. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  as  follows : — 

By  an  Act  of  Lower  Canada  (6  Geo.  4,  c.  29)  the  Appellant 
was  empowered  to  build  a  Bridge  over  the  River  Bichdieu,  to  take 
tolls  or  pontage  from  persons  using  it,  and  to  erect  a  Toll-house  and 
turnpike.  He  was  bound  by  the  Act  to  maintain  the  Bridge.  The 
benefit  to  be  derived  by  the  Appellant  from  the  tolls  was  protected 
by  the  10th  section  of  the  Act,  which  is  as  follows : — [His  Lordship 
read  the  section,  onfe,  p.  99.] 

The  Bridge  was  built  and  has  been  used  for  several  years  by  the 
public  on  payment  of  toll. 

By  another  Canadian  Act  (16  Vict.  c.  107)  the  Respondente 


VOL.  IVJ  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  OOUNCEU  115 

were  aathorized  to  coustnict  a  Bailway  from  a  point  near  MonirecU  J.  O. 

to  the  Province  Line  in  Standead.  1872 

In  making  this  Bailway  it  became  necessary  to  carry  it  over  the  j^^ 

Eiver  Biehdieu,  and,  accordingly,  the  Company  built  a  Bridge,  ^ 

which  forms  an  integral  part  of  their  Bailway,  across  the  Eiver  Stakbtead, 

.       ,  SilKFFOItDyAHD 

above  the  Appellant's  Bridge,  and  within  the  prohibited  limiti  viz.,     Chamblt 
a  league  of  it  Compaht. 

It  is  not  material  to  go  into  a  minute  description  of  the  line  taken        

by  the  Company  for  the  Bailway,  because  it  was  admitted  by  the 
Counsel  for  the  Appellant  that  the  act  of  the  Company  in  building 
the  Bridge  in  this  place  would  have  been  within  their  powers,  and 
lawM  as  against  the  Appellant,  provided  that  they  had  complied 
with  the  provisions  of  their  Act. 

Whilst  the  Bridge  was  being  built,  the  Appellant  served  a  notice 
on  the  Company — ^not  claiming  compensation,  but  denouncing  the 
work  as  a  violation  of  the  privilege  granted  to  him  under  his  special 
Act,  and  he  subsequently  commenced  this  action,  which  appears  to 
be,  in  part,  an  action  en  dSnondation  de  nouvd  oeuvrdf  wherein  he 
claims,  in  effect,  the  demolition  of  the  Bridge,  an  injunction,  and 
damages. 

Some  evidence  was  given  by  the  Appellant  that  people  and  car- 
riages had  been  carried  across  the  Biver  by  the  Bespondents'  trains, 
who  would  otherwise  have  gone  by  the  Appellant's  Bridge,  thereby 
oausmg  loss  to  him.  It  was  denied  by  the  Company  that  any  loss 
was  80  caused. 

Their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  go  into  this  inquiiy 
of  fact  on  the  present  appeal,  because,  assuming  that  the  claims  in 
the  action  are  divisible  and  independent,  still  they  are  all  founded 
on  a  supposed  wrongful  proceeding  of  the  Bespondents,  and  unless 
this  is  established,  the  suit  even  for  damages  actually  sustained 
<:annot  be  supported. 

The  claim  for  damages  in  an  action  in  this  form  assumes  that 
the  acts  in  respect  of  which  they  are  claimed  are  unlawful ;  whilst 
the  claim  for  compensation,  under  the  Bailway  Acts,  supposes  that 
the  acts  are  rightfully  done  under  statutable  authority ;  and  this 
ilistinction  is  one  of  substance,  for  it  affects  not  only  the  nature  of 
>the  proceedings,  but  the  Tribunal  to  which  recourse  should  be  had. 

It  follows  from  what  was  admitted  by  the  Appellant's  Counsel, 
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J.  0.       viz.,  that  the  building  of  the  Bail  way  Bridge  would  have  been  law* 

1872       ful  provided  the  Company  had  complied  with  the  provisions  oi 

Jokes       ^^^^  ^^^f  ^^^  from  what  has  been  already  said,  that  to  succeed  in 

^        this  action  the  Appellant  must  establish  two  things : — 

Stanbtkad,       Fir«t,  that  he  has  some  right  or  property  injuriously  affected  which 

Ohaublt     entitled  him  to  compensation  under  thie  Bail  way  Acts ;  and^  secondly^ 

CoMPAKY.    that  the  making  of  such  compensation  was  a  condition  precedent  to 

the  exercise  of  the  powers  granted  by  these  Acts  to  the  Company. 

Their  Lordships  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  for  the  reasons^ 

hereafter  stated,  that,  supposing  the  Appellant  is  able  to  establish 

a  right  to  compensation,  the  making  of  such  compensation  by  the 

Company  was  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  legality  of  what 

they  have  done. 

Having  arrived  at  this  condusion,  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  de- 
cision of  this  suit  to  determine  whether  the  right  to  compensation 
exists,  but  their  Lordships  think  it  desirable,  in  order  to  explain 
their  view  of  the  case,  to  consider  the  nature  of  the  Appellant's 
right,  and  the  manner  in  which  it  may  have  been  injuriously  affected. 
The  right  is  not  that  of  an  ancient  Ferry,  with  the  incidents 
attached  to  it  by  the  ordinary  law,  but  a  privilege  created  by  an 
Act,  aud  defined  and  limited  by  it.  The  right  so  created  is  to 
build  the  Bridge  over  the  Biver  and  to  take  Toll.  It  is  protected 
to  a  limited  extent,  and  a  limited  extent  only,  by  the  prohibitions 
contained  in  the  10th  section.  If  the  remedies  provided  by  this 
section  had  been  co-extensive  with  the  prohibition,  and  had  been 
all  given  for  the  benefit  of  the  Appellant  himself,  it  would  seem 
that  in  such  case  no  action  like. the  present  would  lie  at  all,  even 
against  a  wrongdoer,  upon  the  principle  that  where  a  new  duty 
or  prohibition  is  created  by  Statute,  and  the  same  Act  gives  a 
remedy  for  the  breach  by  penalty  or  otherwise,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  party  grieved,  he  has  no  other.  (See  Lord  CampbdTa  judg^ 
ment  in  Coueh  v.  Steel  (1)  ).  In  the  present  case,  however,  the  only 
remedy  which  is  plainly  given  to  the  Appellant,  is  the  right  to  the 
treble  Toll,  and  it  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  408.,  payable  for 
each  person,  &c.,  carried,  is  not  a  penalty  which  by  section  14  goes 
to  the  Crown  and  the  Informer.  However,  it  is  not  necessary  now 
to  decide  the  point,  whether  these  remedies  exclude  the  right  oi 
(1)  3  E.  &  B.  412,  413. 
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action;  for  their  Lordships  are  not  prepared  to  advise  that  the       J.  C. 
action  be  dismissed  on  that  ground ;  and  whether  the  right  of       1872 
action  be  so  excluded  or  not»  their  Lordships  consider  that  the       j^^ 
Appellant  has  a  property  by  virtue  of  his  special  Act,  which  would        ^ 
entitle  him  to  compensation  under   the  provisions  of  the  Bail-    STAimisAD, 
way  Acts,  if  he  can  shew  that  it  has  been  injuriously  affected    Chaubly 
within  the  meaning  of  those  provisions — which  leads  to  the  con-    co^^y, 

sideration  of  the  next  question,  whether  it  has  been  so  affected,       

and  if  so,  in  what  manner,  by  the  acts  of  the  Company. 

It  has  been  decided  by  the  House  of  Lords,  upon  the  construe- 
tion  of  the  English  Bail  ways  and  Lands  Clauses  Acts,  that  damage 
caused  to  property  by  the  authorized  use  of  a  Bail  way,  after  it  is 
made,  is  not  damage  resulting  from  ''  the  construction  of  the  Bail- 
way,"  or  "  the  execution  of  the  works,"  so  as  to  entitle  the  sufferers 
to  compensation,  and  that  those  who  have  their  properties  rendered 
Qnfit  for  habitation  by  vibration  or  noise,  unavoidably  caused  in 
the  proper  use  and  working  of  a  Bailway,  can  neither  bring  an 
action  for  a  nuisance,  because  such  use  and  working  are  authorized 
and  lawful,  nor  obtain  compensation,  because  the  Statutes  have 
not  in  terms  given  it  for  such  damage:   Hammersmith  Bailway 
Company  y.  Brand  (1) ;  Ciiy  of  Olasgow  Union  Bailway  Company 
y.  Hunter  (2).    The  provisions  of  the  Canadian  general  Bailway 
Acts  appear  to  be. substantially  to  the  same  effect  as  the  English 
Statutes,  so  £eu:  as  regards  the  points  thus  decided,  and  it  was  con- 
tended by  the  learned  Counsel  for  the  Bespondents,  that  the 
present  case  was  within  the  principle  of  these  decisions,  on  the 
gioond  that  the  injury  was  not  caused  by  the  construction  of  the 
Bridge,  but  by  its  use.    Their  Lordships  would  certainly  think  it 
right  to  recognise  the  high  authority  of  the  above  decisions  in 
their  advice  to  Her  Majesty  in  any  case  where  the  circumstances 
were  the  same.    But  it  was  contended  by  the  Appellant's  Counsel 
that  the  facts  of  tlus  case  were  not  the  same.    It  was  said  that, 
although  it  may  be  true  that  the  damage  is  not  complete  until  the 
Bridge  is  used  for  traffic,  the  injury  done  in  the  present  case  is  not 
merely  a  nuisance  incidentally  affecting  the  enjoyment  of  pro- 
perty, but  the  very  right  of  the  Appellant  is  directly  infringed 
and  disturbed  by  the  competing  Bridge  of  the  Bespondents. 
(1)  Uw  Rep.  4  H.  L.  171.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  H.  L.,  Sc.  78. 
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J.  0.  To  support  this  view,  the  recent  case  of  Beg  v.   Cambrian 

1872       BaUway  Company  (1)  was  cited,  where  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 

J^       ^^^  ^^  ^^  Owner  of  a  Ferry  was  entitled  to  compensation  from 

f^       a  Bailway  Company  for  building  a  Bridge  which  disturbed  his 

STAKffTKAD,  custom.    lu  that  case  the  Bridge  not  only  carried  the  Bailway, 

Ghahblt     but  was  also  a  foot  Bridge.    The  distinction  between  the  case 

OoHPi^    cited  and  those  in  the  House  of  Lords  is  certainly  fine,  and  was 

admitted  to  be  so  by  the  Court ;  because  it  was  not  the  erection 

of  the  Bridge,  but  the  use  of  it,  when  made,  which  really  disturbed 
the  Plaintiff's  Ferry.  Mr.  Justice  BlaMurn  so  allows  when  he 
says,  **  an  action  for  the  disturbance  of  a  Ferry  would  not  have 
lain  for  merely  building  a  Bridge,  but  would  only  have  Iain  where 
special  damage  was  shewn,  viz.,  where  it  was  shewn  that  people 
used  it  to  cross  the  river  instead  of  using  the  Ferry"  (2),  The  deci- 
sion of  the  Court  seems  mainly  to  rest  on  the  ground  that  the 
Bridge  built  for  the  use  of  foot  passengers,  when  so  used,  inevit- 
ably disturbed  the  Ferry,  and,  therefore,  was,  in  law,  an  infringe- 
ment of  the  right.  But  although  such  use  as  would  be  made  of  a 
foot  Bridge  might  inevitably  cause  a  disturbance  of  an  adjoining 
Ferry,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  use  of  a  Bailway  Bridge 
would  do  so ;  on  the  contrary,  cases  may  be  conceived  where  the 
Bailway  might  be  so  worked  as  to  cause  no  loss  of  custom  or 
disturbance  to  a  Ferry. 

If,  howeyer,  it  be  assumed,  according  to  the  Appellant's  conten- 
tion, that  the  case  cited  in  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was 
properly  distinguished  from  the  decisions  in  the  House  of  Lords, 
and  that  the  present  case  is  within  the  principle  of  that  distinction, 
their  Lordships  consider  that  it  is  not  the  construction  of  the  Bail- 
way  Bridge,  authorized  by  the  Statute,  but  the  use  of  it,  when 
constructed,  for  the  conveyance  of  traffic,  which  injuriously  affects 
the  privilege  of  the  Appellant,  and  gives  him,  if  at  all,  the  right 
to  compensation,  and  that  in  any  view  of  this  case  he  would  have 
no  such  light  unless  he  is  able  to  establish  loss  of  custom  in  fact, 
by  the  making  and  use  of  the  Bailway. 

This,  then,  being  the  nature  of  the  claim  to  compensation,  and 
assuming  it  could  be  established  in  law  and  in  fact,  can  the  Ap- 
pellant treat  the  Bridge  as  being  unlawfully  built  because  he  has 
(1)  Uw  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  422.  (2)  Ibid.  431. 
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not  been  beforehand  compensated?    This  depends  on  the  con-       J.O, 
straction  of  the  Acts.  1872 

The  4th  clause  of  the  BaUwayt  Clauses  Consolidation  Ad  of      johes 
Lower  Canada  (14  &  15  Vict.  c.  51),  gives  the  general  right  to        rj^ 
compensation.    It  enacts  that  the  power  to  take  lands  for  the  ^Stanmrap, 
constraction  of  the  Bailway ''  is  to  be  exercised  subject  to  the    Cbamblt 
proyirions  and  restrictions  of  the  Act,"  and  that  compensation  is    oompaht. 
to  be  made  to  the  Owners  of  lands  so  taken,  "or  injuriously 
affected  by  the  construction  of  the  Bailway,  for  the  value,  and  for 
aU  damages  sustained  by  reason  of  such  exercise  as  regards  such 
lands  of  the  powers  vested  in  the  Company  ;"  the  compensation  to 
be  ascertained  and  determined  in  the  manner  provided  by  the 
Act.    By  the  interpretation  clause  (7)  "  lands  "  are  to  include  all 
real  estate  and  hereditaments. 

The  9th  clause,  4th  sub-section,  gives  the  Company  power  to 
make  the  Bailway  upon  the  lands  on  the  line  of  it. 

By  the  10th  clause,  sub-section  1,  a  plan  is  to  be  prepared  of 
the  lands  *'  to  be  passed  over  and  taken  for  the  Bailway,*'  and 
also  a  Book  of  reference,  with  names  of  the  Owners ;  and  by  sub- 
section 4^  it  is  provided  that  until  such  plan  and  Book  are  deposited 
in  manner  provided,  ''the  execution  of  the  Bailway  shall  not  be 
proceeded  with." 

Then  the  11th  clause  enacts  ''that  the  conveyance  of  lands, 
their  valuation,  and  the  compensation  therefor,"  shall  be  made  in 
the  mcumer  therein  mentioned.  This  procedure  provides  for  a 
notice  to  be  given  by  the  Company  to  the  Owner,  which,  in  case 
no  agreement  is  come  to,  forms  the  basis  of  an  arbitration. 

The  19th  sub-section  provides,  that  upon  payment  or  tender  of 
the  compensation  awarded  or  agreed  upon,  ''  the  Award  or  agree- 
ment shall  vest  in  the  Company  the  power  forthwith  to  take  pos- 
session of  the  lands,  or  to  exercise  the  right,  or  to  do  the  thing  for 
which  such  compensation  shall  have  been  awarded  or  agreed  upon, 
^d,  if  resistance  is  offered,  a  Judge  may  issue  a  warrant  to  put 
the  Company  into  possession,  and  to  put  down  the  resistance." 

There  is  also  a  proviso  that  such  possession  maybe  given,  where 
It  is  necessary  to  proceed  with  the  Bailway,  without  such  Award 
Of  agreement,  upon  security  being  given. 

It  was  contended  for  the  Appellant  that  upon  these  clauses,  and 
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J.  a       especially  sub-section  19  of  clause  11,  the  powers  of  the  Act  could 

1872       not  be  exercised  until  compensation  was  made. 

Jmn  Their  Lordships  consider  that  this  might  be  so  held  with  regard 

^'         to  the  taking  of  lands  for  making  the  Bailway, — ^a  question  which 

Stanbtbad,    does  not  now  arise.    But  it  is  a  different  question,  whether  this  is 

Chamblt     so  in  the  case  of  lands  or  easements  which  are  not  taken,  but  only 

Omp^    injuriously  affected  by  the  Bailway.    It  is  obvious  that  cases  must 

frequently  occar  where  injuries  may  happen  subsequently  to  the 

building  of  the  Railway,  and  as  an  unforeseen  consequence  of  the 
works,  such  as  damage  to  buildings  haying  a  right  of  support  from 
the  adjacent  land,  appearing  only  when  the  excavations  for  the 
Bailway  are  made,  owing  to  some  unknown  state  of  tbe  soil ;  or 
injury  done  to  drains,  or  to  rights  of  passage  and  communication, 
and  to  other  non-apparent  easements,  of  which  the  Company  may 
have  had  no  notice.  It  is  not  reasonable  to  suppose  that  when 
the  Legislature  gave  powers  to  the  Company  to  make  the  Bailway 
on  the  lands  indicated  on  their  plan,  it  intended  that  the  Company 
should,  in  cases  like  these,  be  subject  to  actions  as  wrongdoers,  and 
to  the  legal  liability  of  having  their  works  stopped,  because  com- 
pensation had  not  been  first  made  to  all  persons  injuriously  affected 
by  the  con/sequences  of  their  operations. 

Coming,  then,  to  the  Appellant's  case,  and  assuming  that  he 
may  be  able  to  establish  a  right  which  has  been  injuriously  affected, 
his  claim  would  be  founded  on  this,  that  his  statutable  right  was  dis- 
turbed by  the  Bailway  Bridge,  carrying  passengers  and  traffic,  which 
would  otherwise  have  crossed  the  Biver  Biehdieu  by  his  Bridge. 
It  has  been  already  pointed  out  that  this  injurious  effect  does  not 
arise  necessarily  from  the  construction  of  the  Bridge,  but  may  do 
so  from  the  use  of  it ;  and  it  is  apparent  that  if  the  Bailway  bad 
never  been  completed,  or  if  no  disturbance  had  taken  place  by  its 
carrying  traffic  which  would  have  otherwise  come  to  his  Bridge, 
the  Appellant  would  not  have  been  injuriously  affected,  or  entitled 
to  compensation  at  all. 

The  powers  of  tho  later  Canadian  Act  (22  Vict.  c.  66)  appear 
to  be  substantially  to  the  same  effect  as  the  earlier  Act 

The  practice  under  the  English  Acts  has  been,  that  possession  of 
lands  cannot  be  taken  until  the  purchase-money  has  been  paid  or 
secured,  but  the  making  compensation  for  injuriously  affecting 
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lands  has  not  been  considered  to  be  a  condition  precedent,  so  as  to       J.  0. 
ieaye  the  Company  open  to  actions,  if  it  has  not  been  made.  1872 

In  the  above  case  cited  to  support  the  claim  of  the  Appellant,       jokbs 
the  remedy  was  not  an  action,  but  proceedings  by  arbitration,        ,^ 
under  the  compensation  clauses :  Beg.  v.  Cambrian  BaUway  Com-  Stakbtead, 
fany  (1).  Chambly 

It  is  true  the  English  Acts  differ  in  some  respects  from  the  ooMPjjrr! 
Canadian  Act,  and  it  was  pointed  out  by  the  Appellant's  Counsel  — 
that  the  prohibition  of  the  84th  section  of  the  English  Landi  dauses 
Ad  is  confined  in  terms  to  the  entry  upon  lands ;  and  that  there 
is  no  clause  in  the  Canadian  Act  equivalent  to  the  68th  clause  of 
the  English  Act,  which  provides  a  mode  in  which  compensation, 
when  not  made  by  the  Company,  may  be  enforced. 

But  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  there  are  no  prohibitory  words 
against  entering  on  lands  or  exercising  the  powers  of  the  Act 
before  payment,  in  the  Canadian  Act.  The  words  of  the  19th  sub- 
section are  affirmative,  that  upon  payment  or  tender,  the  Award  or 
agreement  shall  vest  the  power  in  the  Company.  It  is  not  enacted, 
that  until  this  is  done  the  authorized  works  shall  not  be  executed. 
It  is  said  that  this  is  implied.  But  when  an  implication  is  made, 
it  should  be  reasonable;  and  in  construing  these  Acts,  it  may 
properly  be  made  according  to  the  subject-matter.  Their  Lord- 
{>hip6  are  not  now  dealing  with  the  lands  taken  for  the  Bailway, 
but  with  an  interest  injuriously  affected,  if  at  all,  by  matters  arising 
subsequent,  not  only  to  the  taking  of  the  lands,  but  to  the  construc- 
tion of  the  Bailway  Bridge.  It  is  not  a  reasonable  construction  of 
the  Statute  to  imply,  as  a  condition  precedent,  that  compensation 
mnst  be  paid  for  such  consequential  injuries  before  doing  the 
work. 

It  was  contended,  that  no  machinery  was  provided  by  the  Act 
by  which  compensation  can  now  be  assessed,  for  it  was  said  that 
unless  the  notice  mentioned  in  the  7th  sub-section  of  the  11th  clause 
^as  given,  none  of  the  machinery  provided  by  the  Act  could  be  put 
in  motion.  If  this  is  so,  it  might  afford  an  argument  against  the 
fight  of  the  Appellant  to  compensation  at  all,  and  it  might  be 
u^erred  from  it,  that  cases  like  the  present  depending  on  the  use 
of  the  Bailway,  were  not  contemplated. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  422. 
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J.  0.  But  it  is  obyiouSy  as  already  pointed  out^  that  there  may  be 

1872       many  cases  of  damage  to  property  arising  during  or  after  the 

j^[^       constmction  of  the  Bailway  from  the  works  themselves,  which 

^        would  certainly  &11  within  the  general  obligation  to  make  compen- 

Stamtbad,  sation  imposed  on  Companies  by  the  4th  clause.    Their  Lordships 

Chamblt     consider  that  if  in  such  cases  the  Company  did  not,  on  application, 

C^AKt.    ^^  ^P^  ^  appoint  an  Arbitrator  and  proceed  to  arbitration,  the 

Claimant  might  take  proceedings  by  way  of  maaidamvs  to  compel 

them  to  give  the  notice  provided  by  the  7th  sub-section  of  the  11th 
clause,  or  to  appoint  an  Arbitrator.  In  such  proceedings  the  Court 
would  determine,  whether  the  Claimant  was  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion before  issuing  a  peremptory  mandamus^  as  in  the  case  of  Reg. 
V.  The  Ckmbrian  Bailway  Company  (1). 

If  the  Appellant's  contention  is  allowed  to  prevail,  Bailway 
Companies  would,  in  all  cases  of  possible  contingent  claims,  however 
doubtful,  be  obliged  to  give  notices  declaring  their  readiness  to 
pay  compensation  (in  fact  admitting  the  right  to  it)  at  the  hazard, 
if  they  omitted  such  notices,  of  being  treated  as  wrongdoers,  and 
of  having  their  works  demolished  or  stopped. 

Their  Lordships,  for  the  above  reasons,  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  this  action  cannot  be  maintained,  and  they  will, 
therefore,  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  and  to 
affirm  the  judgments  of  the  Canadian  Courts  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant:  Eenama/n  &  Nicholson. 

Solicitors  for  the  Respondent :  WUde^  WUde,  Berber,  &  Moore. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  6  Q.  B.  422. 
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LOUISA  MIGNEAULT Appellant;  J.c* 

AND  1872 

EULALIE    MALO    and    JEAN-BAPTISTE  )  Jan.ls^'is. 

BROUSSEAU I  Respondents.        — 

ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  COURT  OF  QUEEN'S.  BENCH  FOR 
LOWER  CANADA  (APPEAL  SIDE). 

law  (f  Lower  Canada — Witts  l)efwe  the  Civil  Code  cf  Lower  Canada — Imperial 
Statttte,  14  Oeo.  3»  c.  83,  a.  10 — Imperfect  Testamentary  paper — Personalty 
-^Frobate— Colonial  Act,  41  Oeo,  3,  c.  4,1.  2. 

M.J  domiciled  in  Lower  Canada,  in  1865  (before  the  Civil  Code  of  Lower 
Canada  came  into  operation),  being  dangerously  ill  sent  for  a  Notary  to 
make  his  Will  The  Notary  attended  with  two  Witnesses^  and  M.  expressed 
verbally  before  them  the  provisions  he  intended  to  make  by  his  Will,  includ- 
ing an  annuity  to  A.  The  Notary  inquired  of  the  Witnesses  if  they  under- 
stood J/.'s  wishes,  and  they  said  that  they  did,  whereupon  the  Notary 
proceeded  to  reduce  MJs  expressed  intentions  into  writing,  in  the  form  of  a 
solemn  Will  according  to  the  French  Law,  and  had  written  down  as  far  as 
the  bequest  of  the  annuiiy  to  A,,  but  before  a  disposition  in  favour  of  his  only 
Daughter  and  appointment  of  Executors  was  written  M.  died.  The  two  Wit- 
nesses, at  the  Notary's  request,  at  once  made  a  decoration  in  writing  of  what 
MJs  intentions  were  regarding  the  disposition  to  be  made  by  his  WilL  A, 
petitioned  the  Superior  Court  of  the  Province  for  probate  of  the  partly  pre- 
pared Testamentary  paper,  and  that  Court  granted  probate  of  the  imperfect 
instrument  with  the  written  statement  of  the  Witnesses,  as  containing  the 
Will  oi  the  deceased.  M's  heir  was  cited,  and  opposed  the  grant  A.  after- 
wards brought  an  action  for  payment  of  the  annuity.  In  defence  to  the  action 
if.'s  heir  disputed  the  validity  of  the  WilL  The  Superior  Court  gave  judg- 
ment for  A.  on  the  ground  that  the  sentence  of  the  Court  granting  probate  was 
conclusive ;  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Lower  Canada  reversed  that  judg- 
ment   On  appeal,  held  by  the  Judicial  Committee : — 

First,  that  according  to  the  uninterrupted  practice  and  usage  of  the  Courts 
in  Lotver  Canada  since  1801,  on  the  construction]  of  the  Coloniai  Act, 
41  Gea  3,  c.  4,  s.  2,  the  grant  of  probate  was  not,  as  in  England,  conclusive, 
and  that  it  was  competent  to  JIf.'s  heir  to  impugn  the  Will  by  way  of  defence 
to  A.^8  action. 

Secondly,  that  although  M.  intended  to  make  a  Will  according  to  the  French 


*  Present :— Sm  James  Willluc  Colvilk,  Sib  Robbbt  P&illiicobi  (Jubqb 
OF  THB  High  Coubt  of  Admibalty),  Sib  Mohtaque  Edwabd  Skith,  and 
Sot  Robert  Pobbett  Collier. 
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J.  G.  Law,  and  the  imperfect  Testamentary  paper  was  void  as  a  Will  by  that  Law, 

1OT2  y  ^^  ^^^  ^^^  verbal  bequest,  coupled  with  the  unfinished  TestamoitaTy  paper, 

«^v^  was  a  good  bequest  as  respected  personalty  and  entitled  to  probate,  as  the 

MioNKAiLT  Imperial  Statute,  14  Geo.  3,  c  83,  s.  10,  introduced  the  English  Law  as  to 

mIlo  Wills  existing  at  that  time  into  Lower  Canada,  and  carried  with  it  the  roles 

_ '  of  the  English  Courts  as  to  the  admissibility  of  oral  evidence  in  cases  of 
nuncupative  Wills,  or  unfinished  Testamentary  dispositions  of  penonalty. 

IN  this  case  the  question  raised  respected  the  right  of  the  Appel- 
lant to  an  annuity  bequeathed  to  her  by  one  Prudent  Malo^  a  Me^ 
chant  of  BetoeU^  in  Lower  Canada^  and  domiciled  there,  and  the 
effect^  according  to  the  Law  of  Lower  Ccmada,  of  probate  in  the 
Canadian  Courts  to  an  unexecuted  Testamentary  paper,  as  a  Will, 
in  the  form  prescribed  by  English  Law. 

The  fiacts  were  these : — 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  Appellant  against  the  Be- 
spondents  to  recover  the  arrears  of  an  annuity  bequeathed  by 
IL  Malo. 

The  declaration  was  filed  in  1866,  and  alleged  that  Pnuieni  Mah 
died  on  the  25th  of  April,  1865,  and  left  an  only  Daughter,  the 
Bespondent,  Eublie  MaJo  (the  Wife  of  the  other  Bespondent,  Jean^ 
Baptiete  Brousseau),  who  had  succeeded  to  and  had  taken  possession 
of  the  estate  of  her  deceased  Father ;  that  PrtAdent  Mah  on  the 
25th  of  April,  1865,  made  his  Will,  duly  executed  according  to 
law  in  so  far  as  regards  moveables,  and  by  his  Will  left  the  Plain- 
tiff an  annuity  of  £25  for  her  life ;  that  the  Will  was  duly  proved 
before  Assistant  Justice  Monk,  and  probate  of  it  granted  on  the 
27th  of  December,  1865 ;  that  it  cost  the  Plaintiff  £25  to  obtain 
the  probate,  which  she  alleged  that  she  had  a  right  to  recover  from 
the  Defendants,  who  had  unjustly  and  in  bad  £Biith  contested  the 
Will,  and  that  on  the  25th  of  August  then  last  past,  sixteen  months 
of  the  annuity  was  due  to  the  Plaintiff,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
£33.  68.  8d. 

The  Plaintiff  filed  with  the  declaration  copies  of  the  probate  of 
the  Testamentary  paper  of  M.  Maloy  and  of  the  proceedings  and 
evidence  which  preceded  its  grant  From  these  proceedings  it 
appeared,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  on  the  20th  of  July,  1865,  pre- 
sented a  petition  to  the  Superior  Court  of  Montreal  praying  for 
probate  of  the  Will  of  If.  Mtdo,  and  had  cited  the  Defendants  to 
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appear,  as  representing  the  snccession  of  tlie  Testator;  that  the        J.C. 
Defendants  appeared  and  contested  the  grant  of  probate,  and  that        1872 
the  Plaintiff  called  several  Witnesses,  and  amongst  others,  Elziar  miohiault 
Bhmohardy  who  produced  a  paper  writing,  which  contained  the      j^^-^^ 
testamentary  wishes  of  the  Deceased  as  expressed  by  him  before       — — 
three  persons  present  at  the  time,  and  immediately  before  his 
death,  and  which  was  written  immediately  afterwards ;  and  another 
Witness,  J.  B.  BrUUm,  who  produced  an  unfinished  Will,  the 
writing  of  which  was  interrupted  by  the  death  of  the  Testator,  but 
which  contained  a  bequest  to  the  Plaintiff  of  the  annuity  in  ques- 
tion.    The  Defendants  having  declined  to  call  Witnesses,  and 
haying  been  heard  by  their  Counsel,  the  Court,  on  the  27th  of 
December,  1865,  gave  judgment  granting  probate  of  the  aboTO  two 
papers,  and  ordering  them  to  be  registered  on  the  Registry  of 
probate  of  the  Court. 

The  Defendants  pleaded  a  special  plea,  which,  in  effect,  alleged 
that  the  Will  was  not  properly  executed,  that  the  probate  of  it  was 
null  and  void,  that  the  proofs  adduced  were  irregular  and  ought 
not  to  have  been  admitted,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  entitled 
to  the  costs  of  proving  it    They  also  pleaded  the  general  issua 

The  Plaintiff  joined  issue  on  the  pleas,  and  also  demurred  to 
the  first  plea  on  the  ground  that  the  Defendants  were  not  entitled 
to  question  the  probate. 

By  consent  of  the  parties  the  evidence  given  on  the  proceedings 
in  the  Superior  Court  for  the  probate  of  the  testamentary  papers, 
a  copy  of  which  had  been  filed  by  the  Plaintiff  with  her  declaration, 
was  admitted  as  given  in  the  action.  This  evidence  consisted  of 
the  depositions  of  four  Witnesses :  ElzSar  Blanehard^  Jean  Bap- 
iitieAUardj  VUbon  Blanchardy  Joseph  B.  BriUon,  and  two  paper 
Writings  produced  in  evidence  by  Elzear  Blanchard  and  Joseph  B, 
BrSlon.  From  this  evidence  it  appeared,  that  on  the  25th  of  April, 
1865,  If.  Malo,  being  ill,  and  having  been  told  by  his  Doctor  that  he 
was  not  likely  to  survive  long,  sent  for  BriHon,  a  Notary,  to  make 
his  Will.  Brillan  told  him  that  it  was  necessary  that  there  should 
he  two  Witnesses,  and  that  when  they  were  present  he  ought  to 
say  and  explain  in  their  presence  what  he  intended  to  do.  Malo 
accordingly  directed  him  to  send  for  VHbon  Blanchard  and  Elzear 
Blanchard  for  that  purpose,  Vilbon  Blanchard  and  Elziar  Blanchard 

Vol.  IV.  3  L 
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J.  0.        haying  arrived,  and  being  alone  in  the  room  with  the  deceased  and 

1872        jBrt27o)i»  the  deceased  said,  ''I  wish  to  make  my  Will/'  and  then 

MioNiiIiTLT  stated  thB  disposition  of  his  property  which  he  wished  to  make, 

MALa      ^^^  which  he  had  preyioosly  stated  in  the  morning  in  similar 

terms  to  BriUMf  the  Notary,  and  afterwards  to  Dr.  AUard,  one  of 

his  Ezecators.  When  he  had  fioished^^rtZZon^  the  Notary,  asked  the 
two  other  Witnesses  if  they  understood  the  Testator's  wishes,  and 
on  their  saying  "  Tes,"  proceeded  to  write  ont  the  Will.  While  he 
was  doing  sOy  and  when  he  had  completed  the  clause  relating  to  the 
bequest  to  the  Plaintiff,  the  Testator  fell  back  in  his  chair  and  expired. 
BrUlon  then  ceased  writing,  and  with  the  Witnesses  went  into  a 
neighbouring  room,  and  within  half  an  hour  of  Melds  death  drew 
up  a  statement  of  his  testamentary  wishes  as  he  had  expressed  them, 
including  the  bequest  of  the  annuity  to  the  Plaintiff.  The  state- 
ment so  drawn  up,  and  the  unfinished  Will  written  by  BriUon^  were 
the  two  papers  of  which  Probate  was  granted  by  the  Court  (1). 

On  the  Slst  of  May,  1867,  the  Superior  Court,  Mr.  Justice 
Berthdot  presiding,  gave  judgment  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff  for 
£43. 15s.,  being  £25  for  one  year's  annuity,  and  £18. 15a.  for  the 
costs  of  proving  the  Will. 

The  Defendants  having  inscribed  the  cause  for  revision  before 
three  Judges  of  the  Superior  Court  of  Montreal^  on  the  28th  of 
March,  1868,  that  Court,  consisting  of  the  Justices  Mondddy 
Berihelotf  and  Monh,  sitting  as  a  Court  of  revision,  affirmed  the 
judgment  of  the  31st  of  May,  1867,  Mr.  Justice  Monddet  dissenting. 

The  Defendants  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for 
Lower  Canada,  and  that  Court,  consisting  of  the  Chief  Justice 
Diwa2,  and  the  Justices  Caran,  Drummondy  Badghy,  and  Laranger, 
gave  judgment  on  the  9th  of  September,  1869,  reversing  the 
two  judgments  of  the  Superior  Court,  and  dismissing  the  Plaintiff's 
action  with  costs. 

The  appeal  was  from  this  judgment  of  reversal  of  the  Superior 
Court. 

Mr.  H.  M,  BompaSf  for  the  Appellant : — 

There  are  two  questions — ^first,  whether  the  validity  of  the  Will 
of  a  domiciled  Canadian  made  in  1865'  (before  the  promulgation 
(1)  These  documents  are  set  ont  in  the  judgment,  ^«<,  pp.  132, 133. 
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of  the  Giyil  Code  of  Lioww  Oanada)  is  to  be  detenniiied  by  the       j.  c. 
English  Law  introdnoed  by  the  Imperial  Statute,  14  Geo.  3,  c  83^       is72 
s.  10,  or  by  the  general  French  Law  in  force  in  Lower  Canada  ;  and  j^^^^xsh^t 
secondly,  whether  probate  granted  by  the  Saperior  Court  to  such  a      ^' 

Will  is  not  conclusive,  so  as  to  prevent  such  Will  being  impugned  by       

the  heir  of  the  deceased  as  not  valid  by  the  Law  of  Lower  Cattada. 

[Sir  James  Colvile  : — As  the  Respondents  raise  an  objection 
to  the  power  of  the  Assistant  Judge  of  the  Superior  Cotirt  to 
grant  probate,  and  the  consequent  validity  of  the  probate  itself, 
their  Lordships  wish  that  point  to  be  argued  first.] 

By  the  Law  of  Englcmd  as  well  as  France  the  grant  of  probate 
is  conclusive  evidence  of  the  testamentary  character  of  the  in- 
strument.   A  Will  admitted  to  probate  can  only  be  impeached  on 
appeal  from  the  Court  of  Probate,  or  set  aside  by  a  suit  for  the  re- 
Tocation  of  the  probate :  1  Jarman  on  Wills,  p.  22  [3rd  Ed.] ;  Card^ 
yseU  Y.  Bea  (1) ;  AUen  v.  McPherson  (2).     The  probate,  therefore,  is 
conclusive  evidence  that  the  writings  admitted  to  probate  consti- 
tute valid  testamentary  dispositions.*  By  the  old  French  Common 
Law  of  the  Province  of  Lower  Canada  only  two  forms  of  solemn 
Wills  were  valid — the  authentic,  or  notarial,  and  the  oloffraphio. 
The  first  was  executed  before  public  Officers,  namely,  two  Notaries, 
or  one  Notary  and  two  Witnesses.    The  Testamentary  dispositions 
vera  to' be  dictated  by  the  Testator  to  the  instrumenting  Notary, 
who  was  to  read  the  Will  to  the  Testator  for  his  approval,  and  to  be 
then  signed  by  the  Testator  and  the  two  Notaries,  or  by  one 
Notary  and  two  Witnesses,  as  the  case  might  be,  when  it  became 
an  authentic  Minute^  or  notarial  Acie^  having  full  authenticity  in 
itself,  without  other  proof  of  its  execution :  1  Henry^s  Works,  lib,  5, 
guest.  8 ;  Bretownia^  Cod.,  sect.  4,  Dis.  1,  No.  4.    The  olographic 
form  of  Will  must  be  entirely  written  and  signed  by  the  Testator : 
2  Beapeisses,  p.  72 ;  Lacombe,  Bee.  de  Jwrwp.,  verb.  "  Testamenty" 
V'  323.  The  notarial,  or  authentic  form  of  Will  is  recognised  in  Art. 
843  d  9eq.  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada.    By  the  Imperial 
Statute,  caUed  the  Quebee  Ad  of  1774  (14  Geo,  3,  c.  83,  s.  10)  it  was 
provided  that  every  Owner  of  lauds,  goods,  &c.,  in  the  Province, 
who  had  a  right  to  alienate  them  in  his  lifetime,  might  devise  or 

(1)  Stuart's  Low.  Can.  Rep.  331.  (2)  1  H,  L.  C.  191. 
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J.  C.        bequeath  them  by  last  Will  or  Testament,  such  Will  being  exe- 

1872        cuted  either  according  to  the  Laws  of  Canada  or  according  to  the 

MiGNsIutT  forms  prescribed  by  the  Law  of  Enffland,    This  Statate  introduced 

^^'         into  Lower  Canada  the  Law  of  Wills  then  in  force  in  England^  and 

included  imperfect  Testamentary  papers,  relating  to  personalty,  and 

nuncupative  Wills.  It  appears  that  from  this  period,  at  least,  if  not 
previously,  the  mode  of  obtaining  probate  of  Wills  in  Lower  Canada, 
executed  in  the  English  form  was  similar  to  the  practice  now 
in  use,  and  according  to  which  the  Will  in  question  was  proved, 
for  in  1801  the  Provincial  Ad  (41  Geo.  3,  c.  4),  was  passed,  which 
recited  that  doubts  having  arisen  regarding  the  method  to  be  fol- 
lowed of  proving  last  Wills  and  Testaments,  made  and  executed 
according  to  the  forms  prescribed  by  the  Law  of  England^  before 
one  or  more  of  the  Judges  of  the  Courts  of  Civil  Jurisdiction  in 
the  Province,  in  order  to  remove  those  doubts  it  was,  by  sect  2  of 
that  Act,  declared,  that  the  Civil  Judge  should  be  authorized  to 
grant  probate  of  such  Wills,  as  by  a  Court  of  Probate ;  and  it  is 
stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Badgleif,  in  his  judgment  in  this  case, 
that  since  that  time  probates  have  been  granted  by  the  Judges  of 
the  Civil  Court  as  before,  in  conformity  with  the  Common  Law  of 
the  Province,  and  according  to  the  recognised  and  admitted  l^al 
maxim  *'  that  the  Law  of  the  Testator's  domicile  is  the  rule  for 
Probate."  A  single  Judge  has  full  power :  Con.  Stat.  Loioer  Canada, 
1860,  cL  78,  s.  23. 

The  Will,  therefore,  being  valid,  whether  made  in  the  English  or 
French  form,  and  having  been  made  before  the  promulgation  of 
the  Code  Civil,  which  has  abolished  nuncupative  Wills  for  the 
future,  it  was  sufScient  to  establish  that  the  Will  possessed  all  the 
conditions  necessary  to  entitle  it  to  probate.  That  was  our  con- 
tention in  the  Court  below ;  and,  as  regards  the  factum  of  the 
Will,  the  probate  thus  obtained  is  conclusive.  By  the  French 
Law,  even  if  the  grant  of  probate  is  to  be  treated  only  as  an 
authentication  of  the  Will,  it  is  conclusive  until  set  aside  by  a 
competent  authority :  Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada  Arts.  1210, 
1222 ;  Pothier,  Traiti  dee  OUigalions,  Tom.  L,  pp.  474-482. 

Mr.  Hemming^  for  the  Respondents : — 

The  papers  admitted  to  registration  as  the  Will  of  Prudent  Ucio 
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were,  on  the  fece  of  them,  not  his  WilL    The  Order  of  the  As-       J.  0. 
sistant  Judge  of  the  27th  of  December,  1865,  directing  sach  regis-       1872 
tratioQ  on  the  registry  of  probate,  and  all  proceedings  taken  under   mioneault 
that  Order,  were  inoperatiye  upon  any  question  relating  to  the       ^^^ 

yaKdity  of  such  alleged  WilL  It  was  not  a  Will  executed  according       

to  the  English  law  relating  to  Wills  introduced  into  Lower  Canada 
by  the  14  Geo.  3,  c  83,  sect  10,  and  according  to  the  lex  fori  it 
was  not  entitled  to  probate  as  a  nuncupatiye  Will,  such  form  of 
WiU  being  unknown  to  and  inadmissible  by  the  law  of  Lower 
Canada^  or  as  an  imperfect  testamentary  paper :  Civil  Code  oi  Lower 
Canada^  Art.  1233,  sec.  7.    As  in  contracts,  the  law  of  the  Country 
where  the  contract  is  to  be  enforced  goTems  the  admissibility  of 
eridence :  Bain  v.  The  Whitehaven  and  Fumess  Junction  BaUway 
Cmfony  (1) ;  Totes  v.  Thomson  (2) ;  and  not,  as  insisted  here,  the 
practice  of  the  English  Court  of  Probate  and  the  rules  regarding 
Testamentary  papers^  which  are  only,  at  the  highest,  inferentially 
introduced  by  the  Statute,  14  Geo.  3,  c.  83,  sect.  10.     By  the  Law 
and  practice  of  Lower  Canada  the  r^istration  of  the  Will  was  not 
oondnsiye,  and  did  not  preclude  the  Court  there  from  holding  in 
the  action  by  the  Appellant  that  the  deceased  did  not  make  such 
a  Will  as  alleged,  or  any  Will,  and  it  was  not  requisite  before  dis- 
patiog  such  Will  that  the  registration  of  it  should  be  annulled. 
The  Lower  Canada  Act,  41  Geo.  3,  c.  4,  s.  2,  giving  power  to  the 
Court  to  grant  probate  of  '^  Wills  and  Testaments  "  according  to 
the  Laws  of  England,  made  pursuant  to,  and  by  authority  of,  the 
Imperial  Statute,  14  Geo.  3,  c.  83,  sect.  10,  clearly  never  contem- 
plated or  intended  to  include  such  Testamentary  papers  as  were 
then  admitted  to  proof  by  the  Courts  of  Probate  in  England,  and, 
among  them,  nuncupative  Wills. 

Theib  Lordships  directed  Counsel  to  proceed  on  the  question 
of  the  validity  of  the  testamentary  paper  as  a  Will. 

Mr.  S.  M.  Bompcu : — 

It  will  be  necessary  to  consider  this  question  both  by  the  French 
Law  prevailing  in  Loioer  Canada  and  by  the  English  Law  intro- 

(1)  3  H.  L.  C.  1.  (2)  3  CI.  &  F.  544. 
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J.  0.       daced  by  Imperial  or  Proyincial  Statutes.    As  regards  the  Law  of 

1872        Wills,  the  French  Law  as  it  existed  preyiously  to  the  Code  Napo- 

MigkbIult  ^^^^>  according  to  the  Custom  of  PariSf  was  the-  Law  received 

Malo       ^^^  acted  on  in  Loiver  Canada  preyious  to  the  introduction  of  the 

English  Law  of  Wills  by  the  14  Geo.  8,  c.  83,  sect  10,  and  the 

proof  of  such  Wills  by  the  Provincial  Statute,  41  Qeo.  8,  c.  4. 
Mr.  Justice  BadgUy,  in  his  judgment  in  the  Court  below,  enu- 
merates only  two  kinds  of  Wills  made  in  solemn  form,  the  one 
before  two  Notaries  or  a  Notary  and  two  Witnesses,  and  the  other 
by  a  holograph  writing,  which  required  no  Witnesses.  In  neither 
case  could  the  Testator  dispose  of  more  than  a  part  of  his  pro- 
perty. On  his  death  the  whole  property  real  and  personal  rested 
in  the  heir  named  in  the  Will,  the  Executors  having  power  to 
deal  with  the  property  only  as  representing  the  heir.  This  Law 
was  altered  by  the  Imperial  Statute,  14  Qeo.  3,  c.  83,  sect  10,  which 
provided  that  every  Owner  of  lands,  goods,  &c,  in  the  Province 
who  had  a  right  to  alienate  them  in  his  lifetime,  might  devise  or 
bequeath  them  by  last  Will  and  Testament  such  last  Will  being 
executed  either  according  to  the  Law  of  Canada  or  according  to  the 
forms  prescribed  by  the  Law  of  England.  The  forms  of  Wills  which 
existed  in  England^  and  the  rules  as  to  the  admissibility  of  Testa- 
mentary papers  and  evidence  received  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts, 
were  thus  introduced  into  Louoer  Canada.  In  MetJdejohn  v.  The 
AUomey-Oeneral  of  Lower  Canada  (1),  this  Tribunal  held,  that 
under  that  Statute  a  Will  which  was  invalid  by  the  French  Law, 
and  not  executed  according  to  the  English  Statute  of  Frauds  so 
as  to  pass  lands,  passed  Copyholds  and  Leaseholds,  and  was  valid, 
therefore,  as  a  disposition  of  personal  estate,  and  that,  although  a 
deceased  person  intended  to  make  a  Will,  in  solemn  form,  accord- 
ing to  the  French  Law,  and  the  instrument  being  imperfect  and 
incomplete,  was  void  by  that  Law,  yet  it  might  nevertheless  be 
valid  by  the  English  Law :  Masterman  v.  Maherley  (2) ;  Lambert 
V.  Gauvreau  (3).  Art  855  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada  is 
declaratory  of  the  Law  in  Lower  Canada^  and  the  following  Article, 
857,  regarding  the  probate  and  proof  of  WiUs,  is  evidence  of  what 

(1)  2  Enapp's  P.  G.  Oases,  828.  (2)  2  Hagg.  Eoc.  Rep.  235. 

(3)  7  Low.  Can.  Bep.  277. 
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the  Lftw  was  in  that  respect  previous  to  the  promulgation  of       J.C. 
tke  Ciyil  C!ode.     The  paper  Writing  produced  by  the  Witness       1872 
Blandiord  was,  by  the  English  Law,  a  valid  nuncupative  Will   MionbTult 
committed  to  writmg  by  Witnesses :   Freeman  v.  Freeman  (1) ;       ^Jj^ 
Lemann  v.  Bonsatt  (2) ;  Bermett  v.  Jackson  (3) ;  and  the  imperfect        ^^ 
Testamentary  paper  produced  by  BriHon  the  Notary,  so  far  as  it 
relates  to  the  bequest  of  an  annuity  to  the  Appellant,  being  com- 
plete, was  a  good  written  Will  as  respected  personal  property,  and 
one  Courts  of  Probate  would  before  the  passing  of  the  Wills  Ad, 
1  Vict.  c.  26,  have  granted  probate  of :  Nathan  v.  Morse  (4) ; 
Forbes  v.  Chrdon  (5) ;  Montefiore  v.  Montefiore  (6) ;  Deveraux  v. 
BuOoek  (7) ;  Brmn  v.  EaUett  (8) ;  Allen  v.  Manning  (9) ;  Castle  v. 
Torre  (10).    Effect  would  be  given  to  such  imperfect  Testamentary 
paper  by  Courts  of  Law  and  Equity:  Lemayne  v.  Stanley  (11); 
Mis  V.  Smith  (12) ;  and  entitle  the  Appellant  to  receive  the 
annuity  out  of  the  Testator's  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Hemming,  for  the  Bespondents : — 

The  formularies  required  by  the  French  Law,  as  stated  on  the 
other  side,  are  conclusive  that  Prudent  Malo  never  made  a  WilL 
The  papers  were  improperly  admitted  to  probate^as  his  Will.  The 
Imperial  Statute,  14  Geo.  3,  c.  83,  s.  10,  which  enacts,  that  Wills 
or  Testaments  executed  according  to  the  forms  prescribed  by  the 
Laws  of  England  are  entitled  to  probate,  was  intended  to  apply  only 
to  properly  executed  Wills,  and  not  to  embrace  nuncupative  Wills 
or  imperfect  Testamentary  Papers.  None  of  the  cases  cited  on  the 
other  side  regarding  such  imperfect  testamentaryjpapers  apply.  In 
Munro  v.  CotUts  (13)  the  House  of  Lords  held  that  an  unfinished 
paper  was  not  a  Testament  or  WilL  So  in  Lower  Canada,  OdviU 
V.  Flanagan  (14).  The  agreement  as  to  evidence,  and  the  pro- 
oeedings  in  the  action,  the  questions  on  the  merits  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  alleged  Will,  and  as  to  the  sufficiency  and  admissibility  of 

(1)  1  Lee's  £oc.  Bep.  343.  (8)  2  Lee's  Ecc.  Bep.  418. 

(2)  1  Add.  389.  (9)  2  Add.  490. 

(3)  2  PhiL  190.  (10)  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  133. 

(4)  8  Phil.  531.  (11)  3  Lev.  1. 

(5)  IWd.  614.  (12)  1  Ves.  11. 

(6)  2  Add.  354.  (13)  1  Dow.  437. 

(7)  1  PhiL  72.  (14)  3  Low.  Can.  Jur.  238.] 
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j.C.       the  evidence  adduced  by  the  Appellaat  in  support  of  it,  were  in- 

1872        tended  to  be,  and  were,  in  effect,  submitted  to  the  C!ourt  below 

MiGMEAULT   f^^^  f^^  ^^^  technical  questioui  whether  the  registration  ought 

not  also  to  be  annulled.     A  grant  of  probate  might  be  recalled  on 

the  ground  of  fraud. 


Malo. 


1872  Their  Lordships  reseryed  judgment,  which  was  now  pronounced 

^3.      by 

Sib  Eobbrt  Phillimobe  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
for  the  Proyince  of  QuAee^  which  reversed  the  judgment  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  Lower  Canada^  sitting  in  the  district  of  M<mtreal, 

The  litigation  relates  to  the  execution  of  a  Will,  and  the  follow- 
ing short  statement  of  fiEu^ts  is  necessary : 

Prudent  Malo,  a  Merchant  of  BeloeU,  died  on  the  25th  of  April,. 
1865,  leaving  an  only  Daughter,  and  property  in  moveables  and 
immoveables  of  the  value  of  about  £8,000.  On  the  morning  of 
that  day  Malo  was  dangerously  ill,  and  being  apprised  of  his  danger 
by  his  medical  Attendant,  desired  him  to  fetch  a  Notary  named 
JSnSbn,  for  the  purpose  of  making  his  Will.  Brillon  came  and 
had  an  interview  with  the  deceased,  who  said  he  wished  to  make 
his  Will,  and  it  was  arranged  that  two  Witnesses  of  the  name  of 
Blanchard  should  attest  it  The  deceased  said  that  he  wished  to 
bequeath  an  annuity  of  twenty-five  huia  to  the  detmnsette  Miffneauli, 
giving  reasons  for  his  wish ;  that  he  desired  his  debts  to  be  paid; 
twenty-five  huts  to  be  given  to  the  poor  of  his  Parish ;  the  residue 
of  all  his  property  to  his  Daughter,  Madame  Brausaeau,  for  her  life, 
and  afterwards  to  her  children  bom  or  to  be  bom  of  her  present 
or  any  other  marriage,  and  he  named  three  Executors.  The 
deceased  seems  to  have  made  a  similar  statement  of  his  intentions^ 
to  his  medical  Attendant. 

The  Notary  and  the  Witnesses  arrived  about  twelve  o'clock ;  in 
their  presence  the  deceased  said,  '^  Je  vetix  /aire  /aire  mon  testa- 
ment.^   He  then  said  as  follows : — 

''  Je  recommande  mon  ame  a  Dieu  ;  je  veux  que  toutea  mea  deltea 
et  tarts  aoient  paySs  ;  je  veux  que  mesfunSratlles  sotentfaites  avee  h 
mains  depampe  passible,  en  laissant  cependant  eela  a  la  discrStion  de 
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me$  exeeuieurs  testamentaires  ;  je  donne  auxpauvres  de  la  Paroisse        j.  c. 
de  Bdoeil  eeni  piastres,  d  leur  etre  paySs  inngt-einq  piastres  par  an.        1872 
Je  pioix  ju'U  BoU  payi  d  Mademoiselle  MigneauU  vingt-cinq  louis   s£iaKKiiuLT 
faranpourvuju'eUenese  marie  pas.    Je  donne  etUguedina  fiUe^      l^l][^ 
ifouse  de  Jean^Baptiste  Brousseau,  enjomssance  torn  mes  Hens  tant       — — 
qu'eHb  vivra,  et  la  proprieti  je  la  donne  aux  en/ants  nds  et  a  naiire 
du  mariage  avee  M.  Brousseau^ou  de  touie  autre  mariage  contracts 
par  la  suite.    Je  nomme  pour  mes  exSeuteurs  teslamentaires  mes  amis 
h  doeteur  AUard,  le  dodewr  Bottot,  et  mon  gendre  Brousseau.  B  dit 
(dors  que  e'etait  toutes  ses  dispositions.    Je  veux  aussi  que  la  majoriU 
ie  lopinion  de  mes  exieuteurs  teslamentaires  prevalent  dans  le  regle-^ 
meiU  de  mes  affaires.'' 

The  Notary  asked  the  WitnesseB  if  they  clearly  understood  what 
if.  Malo  had  stated ;  he  then  proceeded  to  write,  and  haying  made 
what  may  be  called  a  religious  preface,  proceeded  as  follows : — 

'*  Deuxiemement.  Veut  et  ordonne  le  dit  Sieur  Testateur  que  toutes 
aes  dettes  soient  paySes,  et  torts  par  lui  /aits,  reparis,  si  aucuns  se  trou- 
vtnt,  par  ses  exScuteurs  iestamentaires  ci-^pres  nommes. 

**  Traistememeni.  Veut  et  ordonne  le  dit  Sieur  Testateur  que  ses  obse- 
{ties  aient  lieu  de  la  maniere  le  plus  modeste  possible ;  laissant  tout  a 
h  volonte'  et  discretion  de  ses  exSeuieurs  iestamentaires  ci-apres  nommSs. 

"  Qualriememeni.  Veut  et  entend  le  dit  Testateur  qu'tl  soil  payS 
a  Bemoisdle  Louise  Migneault  annudlement  sa  vie  durante,  pourvu 
ju'dh  ne  change  pas  de  nom,  une  somme  de  cent  piastres. 

**  Cinquiemement.  Donne  et  legue,  le  dit  Testateur  aux  pauvres  de  la 
Paroisse  de  BeUeU  une  somme  de  cent  piastres,  a  leur  etre  payies  par 
fayement  de  vingt^nq  piastres  par  an. 

"  Sixiemement.  Qiuint  a  tous  les  autres  Hens,  tant  mevhles  qu'imr 
ineubks,  argent,  or,  en  dettes  et  obligations,  meuhles  de  mSnage  et 
aidres  hiens  gSnSralement  quelconques  que  le  Testateur  dMaissera  et 
p>i  lui  appartiendront  a  son  ddds  sans  en  excepter.*' 

When  he  had  finished  his  last  word  the  Testator  died ;  before, 
therefore,  the  bequest  to  his  Daughter,  and  the  appointment  of  the 
Bxecutors  was  written,  and  before  he  had  signed  the  paper. 

It  appears  that  the  two  Witnesses  afterwards  retired  to  another 
room  and  wrote  as  follows : — 

*^lious  soussignis,  ayant  iti  requis  par' feu  Prudent  Malo  comme 
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J.  a       temains  de  son  tedamentf  now  Hard  rmi^u  a/upre$  de  UU  oms  M. 

1872       Brilhn9N(d<nre,ib8*eogprimaain»i:  9etou/imafUver8M.Brintms^Iui 

HionuMTLT  ^it*  *Vou8  dUess  Serire  man  Tedament.  D*ab&rd  qm  mes  ddtea  toient 

Malo       P^y^y  qu'ime  pension  de  100  doOan  far  anmie  soU  poyA  d  Ddk. 

Miffneautt  tant  qu*eliene ehanffera pas  denon^jedonne  OMoafauvrei 

de  la  Pa/roisee  deBdosHune  Bommede  100  doBan payable  vi9%fft^nq 
dcUats  par  annde.  Q$ie  mee  serviees  funhraitee  mii  faiUe  avee 
modiration  a  la  dtser^ion  de  mes  ExSetUeurs  testamentaires. 

*'  *  Tons  mes  autres  biens  en  jomssanee  a  mafUe  et  en  propniU  a 
ses  enfamis  nSs  et  a  naUrs  de  son  prdseni  maariage  et  t&ue  amtres 
mariages  qu'eUe  pourra  eonir€ieter. 

*^  *  Je  nomme  mon  ami  J.  B.  AUard,  mon  and  le  Doebr.  BoUot,  d 
mongendre  Brousseau  mes  Ex^euteurs  tedamentaires  ;  qu'une  majoriie 
des  trots  prevale  dans  hwrs  deliberations.' 
'' BelceU,  25  Avra,  1865. 

{SignS)  ''  Mziar  Blanehard, 

«  F.  Blanehard:' 

On  the  20th  of  July,  1865,  the  Appellant,  MigneauU,  pre- 
sented a  petition  to  a  Judge  of  the  Superior  Court,  prajn'ng  fo"* 
probate  of  the  Will  as  contained  in  the  two  paper  Writings  to 
which  I  have  referred.  Madame  Brousseau  and  her  Husband,  the 
Respondents,  were  cited  to  appear  and  did  appear.  The  Appellant 
examined  the  Witnesses  whom  I  have  mentioned  in  support  of  the 
Will,  and  they  were  cross-examined  on  the  part  of  the  Eespon- 
dents,  who  also  put  in  an  answer,  or,  as  it  was  termed,  **  defense  au 
fond  en  droit.**  They  did  ^ot,  however,  produce  any  Witnesses, 
though  special  time  was  allowed  them  for  so  doing,  but  addressed 
an  argument  to  the  Court  by  their  Counsel  against  the  validity  of 
the  Will ;  and,  on  the  27th  of  December,  1865,  the  Court,  consist- 
ing of  a  single  Judge,  Mr.  Justice  Monk,  gave  sentence  in  favour  of 
the  Appellant,  and  directed  probate  to  be  granted  of  the  two 
papers  as  together  containing  the  Will  of  the  deceased,  and  con- 
demned the  Defendants  in  the  costs. 

In  the  month  of  September,  1866,  the  Appellant  brought  her 
action  in  the  Superior  Court  for  the  aunuity,  and  for  the  costs 
awarded  to  her  in  the  Probate  Court;  the  action  was  formally 
contested  by  the  Bespondents,  and  it  was  arranged  that  the  en- 
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deQce  (subject  to  all  ezoeptions)  taken  before  the  Court  of  Probate       j.  q, 
should  be  used.    Mr.  Justice  Berthdal  beard  the  cause,  and  de-       ^^^2 
eided  id  favour  of  the  Appellaaty  apparently  on  the  double  ground  i^j^^^^ 
that  the  sentence  of  the  Probate  Court  was  valid, — **  7u  que  la  dite         v. 

ienienee  iu  vingt^Bapt  Dicembre,  iml  huii  cent  wixante-dnq,  ed  dam       ' 

Uniie  M  force  ^  vertu,  et  dtnt  awiir  tout  Teffet  que  lui  danne  la 
hi;" — and  that  the  Appellant  was  entitled  to  succeed  upon  the 
merita 

The  case  was  next  heard  before  the  Court  of  revision,  composed 
of  three  Judges,  two  a£  whom  were  Judges  Monk  and  Berlhdot^  who 
maintained  their  opinion,  the  other  Judge  dissented ;  there  was 
then  an  appeal  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  consisting  of  five 
Judges^  who  unanimously  reversed  the  sentence  of  the  Inferior 
Courts. 
From  this  decision  the  present  appeal  has  been  instituted. 
No  controversy  is  raised  as  to  the  fieu^ts  in  this  case.    It  is  dear 
that  the  deceased  was  of  perfectly  sound  mind — ^that  he  intended 
to  make  his  Will  in  solemn  form,  before  a  Notary  and  two  Wit- 
nesses, and  to  dispose  of  his  property  in  the  manner  described  in 
the  papers  of  which  probate  has  been  granted. 
The  contention  is  as  to  the  law  applicable  to  these  facts. 
The  contention  is  two-fold : 

The  first  is,  that  the  probate  granted  is  not  conclusive,  as  a  judg- 
ment in  rem  or  a  judgment  inter  paries.  There  is  no  doubt  that  a 
probate  in  England  granted  in  solemn  form  after  due  citation  of 
parties  would  have  this  effect.  And  it  is  certainly  much  to  be 
lamented  if  a  rule  of  law  and  practice  so  obviously  conducive  to 
the  interests  of  justice  and  the  quieting  of  litigation  does  not  pre- 
vail in  Loioer  Canada.  Their  Lordships,  therefore,  desired  this 
part  of  the  case  to  be  argued  separately.  The  result  is  as 
follows  :^ 

Previously  to  the  year  1774,  and  the  passing  of  the  Imperial 
Statute,  14  Geo.  3,  c.  83,  Wills,  according  to  the  Common  Law  of 
CdiMday  could  be  made  only  in  one  of  three  ways : 
First,  before  two  Notaries. 
Second,  before  a  Notary  and  two  Witnesses. 
Thirdly,  by  a  holograph  writing  which  did  not  require  Wit- 


V. 
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J.  0.  The  Statute  (or  Qu^)ee  Aet,  em  it  is  usually  called)  14  Geo.  3, 

1872  c.  83,  however,  introduced  another  form  of  Will,  enacting,  by  sec- 
MiawEAULT  tion  10, ''  That  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to  and  for  orery  person 
that  is  owner  of  any  lands,  goods,  or  credits  in  the  said  ProTince^ 
and  that  has  a  right  to  alienate  the  said  lands,  goods,  or  credits,  in 
his  or  her  lifetime,  by  deed  of  sale,  gift,  or  otherwise,  to  devise  or 
bequeath  the  same  at  his  or  her  death  by  his  or  her  last  Will  and 
Testament,  any  law,  usage,  or  custom  heretofore  or  now  prevail- 
ing in  the  province  to  the  contrary  hereof  in  anywise  notwith- 
standing, such  Will  being  executed  either  according  to  the  laws 
of  Canada  or  according  to  the  forms  prescribed  by  the  laws  of 
Enfflandr 

There  appears  never  to  have  been,  and  not  to  exist  at  present, 
any  Court  which  exercises  a  special  jurisdiction  with  respect  to 
Wills. 

A  practice  dictated  by  obvious  convenience  or  necessity  seems  to 
have  grown  up  in  Canada,  after  the  conquest  of  that  Country  by 
England,  of  registering,  or,  as  it  was  somewhat  loosely  termed, 
proving.  Wills  made  according  to  English  Law  before  a  Judge 
of  the  Civil  Court.  This  practice,  the  legal  effect  of  which  was 
Tery  doubtful,  continued  till  1801,  when  a  Provincial  Statute  (41 
Geo.  3,  c.  4,  s.  2,  incorporated  in  the  Consolidated  Statutes,  c.  34, 
s.  3)  provided  as  follows :  ^*  Whereas  doubts  have  arisen  touching 
the  method  now  followed  of  proving  last  Wills  and  Testaments 
made  and  executed  according  to  the  forms  prescribed  by  the  laws 
of  England,  before  one  or  more  of  the  Judges  of  the  Courts  of 
Civil  Jurisdiction  in  the  province ;  be  it  therefore  enacted  that 
such  proof  shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  made  and 
taken  before  a  Court  of  Probate." 

At  first  sight  it  certainly  appeared  to  their  Lordships  that  this 
language  availed  to  introduce  the  law  of  England  with  respect  to 
the  conclusiveness  of  a  probate  duly  granted  into  the  la^  of 
Canada ;  and  that  where,  as  in  the  present  case,  a  suit  as  to 
the  validity  of  the  Will  had  been  contested  in  open  Court,  both 
parties  appearing,  pleading,  and  one  examining,  the  other  cross- 
examining.  Witnesses,  and  probate  had  then  been  granted,  the 
same  question  could  not  be  raised  again,  at  all  events  between  the 
same  parties,  before  another  Tribunal ;  but  that  the  production  of 
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the  probate  would  operate  as  an  estoppel  to  any  such  action.  This,        J.O. 
moreoyer,  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  be  the  trae  constrnction        1872 
of  the  words,  "  such  proof  shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  as  miovbault 
if  made  and  taken  before  a  Court  of  Probate."  mojo. 

Their  Lordships,  however,  think  that  they  cannot  consider  this       

matter  now  as  res  inlegra.  They  cannot  disregard  the  practice  of 
the  Canadian  Courts  with  respect  to  it  for  the  last  seventy  years, 
and  they  have,  therefore,  made  as  careful  an  investigation  into  this 
practice  as  the  circumstances  permit. 

It  appears,  in  the  first  place,  that  no  appeal  has  ever  been  insti* 
toted  from  a  decree  or  grant  of  probate  made  by  the  Court — ^that 
it  is  very  doubtful,  whether  any  allegation  or  plea  as  to  the  merits, 
for  instance,  a  plea  or  allegation  setting  up  insanity  or  undue 
influence,  could  be  propounded,  or  would  be  admitted  on  an  appli- 
cation for  probate. 

It  is  enacted  by  the  23rd  section  of  the  78th  chapter  of  the  Con- 
solidated Statutes  of  Lower  Canada,  in  the  year  I860,  that  ''any 
Jndge  of  the  Superior  Court,  at  any  place  where  the  said  Court  or 
the  Circuit  Court  is  appointed  to  be  held,  shall,  in  any  Court  or 
ont  of  Court,  in  term  or  out  of  term,  or  in  vacation,  and  any  pro- 
thonotary  of  the  Superior  Court  at  the  place  where  his  office  is 
therein  held,  shall,  out  of  Court,  but  in  term  or  out  of  term,  have, 
and  may  exercise  within  and  for  the  District  in  which  such  place 
&8  aforesaid  lies,  the  same  power  and  authority  as  is  then  vested  in 
the  Superior  Court  and  the  Judges  thereof,  in  what  respects  the 
prohate  of  Wills,  the  election  and  appointment  of  Tutors  and 
Curators^  as  well  under  the  general  law  as  under  the  provisions  of 
chapter  87  of  these  Consolidated  Statutes  relating  to  insolvent 
Debtors,  or  any  other  Act,  the  taking  of  the  counsel  and  opinion  of 
lotions  and  friends  in  cases  where  the  same  are  by  law  required 
to  be  taken,  the  closing  of  inventories,  attestation  of  accounts,  in- 
clinations, afiSxing  and  taking  off  seals  of  safe  custody,  the  eman- 
cipation of  minors,  the  homologation  or  refusal  to  homologate 
prooeedings  had  at  any  avis  de  parents  called  or  held  by  or  before 
^7  Notary,  and  other  acts  of  the  same  nature  requiring  despatch  ; 
and  the  proceedings  in  all  such  cases  shall  form  part  of  the  records 
of  the  Superior  Court  at  the  place  where  they  are  had,  or  of  the 
Oircait  Court  at  such  place,  if  the  Superior  Court  be  not  held  there* 


138  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVT  OOXmCIL.  [L.  R. 

J.  0.  (2.)  ^'  Bat  the  appointments  and  orders  made  by  any  Prothono- 
1872        tary  nnder  this  section,  or  made  nnder  the  same  by  any  Judge  out 
MiGKBAULT   of  Court,  shall  be  liable  to  be  set  aside  by  any  Judge  of  the  said 
Malo.       Court,  sitting  in  the  same  District  in  Court  and  term,  in  like 
manner  and  under  the  provisions  of  law  in  and  under  which  ap- 
pointments and  orders  made  by  one  or  mote  Judges  out  of  Court 
in  matters  requiring  despatch  may  be  set  aside  by  the  Superior 
Court  (12  Vict.  c.  38 ;  20  Vict.  o.  44,  s.  91)." 

In  the  Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada,  which  became  law  in  1866, 
therefore,  after  the  making  of  the  Will  in  question,  it  is  enacted 
(sect.  3,  §  856),  "  The  originals  and  legally  certified  copies  of 
Wills  made  in  authentic  form,  make  proof  in  the  same  manner  as 
other  authentic  writings.'' 

(§  857)  "  Holograph  Wills  and  those  made  in  the  form  derived 
from  the  Islwb  of  England,  must  be  presented  for  probate  to  the 
Court  exercising  superior  original  jurisdiction  in  the  District  in 
which  the  deceased  had  his  domicile,  or,  if  he  had  none,  in  the  Dis- 
trict in  which  he  died,  or  to  one  of  the  Judges  of  such  Court,  or 
to  the  Prothonotary  of  the  District.  The  Court,  or  Judge,  or  the 
Prothonotary,  receives  the  depositions  in  writing,  and  under  oath 
of  Witnesses  competent  to  give  evidence,  and  these  depositions  re- 
main affixed  to  the  original  Will,  together  with  the  judgment,  if  it 
have  been  rendered  out  of  Court,  or  a  certified  copy  of  it,  if  it  have 
been  rendered  in  Court ;  parties  interested  may  then  obtain  certi- 
fied copies  of  the  Will,  the  proof,  and  the  judgment,  which  copies 
are  authentic,  and  give  effect  to  the  Will  until  it  is  set  aside  upon 
contestation. 

**  If  the  original  of  the  Will  be  deposited  with  a  Notary,  the 
Court,  or  Judge,  or  the  Prothonotary,  causes  such  original  to  be 
delivered  up. 

(§  858.)  "  The  heir  of  the  deceased  need  not  be  summoned  to 
the  probate  thus  made  of  the  Will,  except  it  is  so  ordered  in  par- 
ticular casea 

"  The  functionary  who  takes  the  probate  takes  cognizance  of  all 
that  relates  to  the  Will 

"  The  probate  of  Wills  does  not  prevent  their  contestation  by 
persons  interested.'' 
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In  the  fourth  Beport  of  the  CJommisdoners,  which  preceded  the       J*C. 
enactment  of  the  Givil  Code»  it  is  said  (p.  179) :  1S72 

«  The  third  section  treats  of  the  proof  of  Wills,  and  also  of  the  MicnwArLx 
preliminary  probate,  before  a  Jndge,  of  such  as  have  not  been  Malo, 
made  in  authentic  form.  A  Will  frequently  concerns  several  par- 
ties,  by  all  of  whom  it  would  be  difficult  to  have  it  acknowledged, 
though  these  persons  and  eyen  third  parties  be  interested  in  sub- 
mitting its  validity  without  delay  to  a  preliminary  test.  The  pro* 
ceeding  adopted  for  this  purpose  is  well  known  in  England  and  in 
this  Country  under  the  name  of  probate ;  it  is  more  particularly  in 
use  in  England,  where  Wills  have  no  form  corresponding  with  our 
anthentic  form.  In  the  old  French  law,  as  well  as  in  the  ancient 
practice  in  this  Country,  traces  are  still  found  of  a  similar  probate 
M  regards  holograph  Wills.  It  is  not,  however,  necessary  to 
extend  the  researches  upon  this  point,  the  probate  of  holograph 
Wills  and  of  Wills  made  in  the  English  form  having  uniformly 
been  effected  in  the  same  manner,  which  is  that  of  the  common 
form  of  probate  adopted  in  England,  where  a  more  solemn  form  of 
probate  is  also  practised,  to'  which  the  parties  interested  are  sum- 
moned and  by  which  they  are  bound.  This  latter  form  of  probate 
is  not  in  use  in  this  Country,  unless  it  be  compared  to  a  contested 
action  before  the  Courts.  The  probate  here  takes  place  before  a 
Judge  and  out  of  Court.  Our  Provincial  Statute  of  1801  merely 
says  that  the  form  of  probate  then  in  use  shall  continue  to  be 
practised."    .     .    . 

The  ^  contestation  "  spoken  of  in  the  Beport  and  the  Code  does 
not  appear  to  mean,  as  it  would  in  England,  a  suit  in  the  Court  of 
Probate,  before  probate  is  granted  or  enforced,  but  in  some  other 
salt,  a  suit  before  a  Civil  Court»  in  which  the  validity  of  the  Will 
is  impugned. 

Upon  the  whole,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that,  by  the  unin- 
terrupted practice  and  usage  of  the  Canadian  Courts  of  Justice 
since  1801,  the  law  has  received  an  interpretation  which  does  not 
afiSx  to  the  grant  of  probate,  even  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case, 
that  binding  and  conclusive  character  which  it  has  in  England, 
and  that  according  to  that  interpretation  it  was  competent  to  the 
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J.  a  Bespondent  to  impugn  the  validity  of  this  Will  by  way  of  defence 
1872  to  the  action  brought  by  the  Appellant  for  the  payment  of  the 
MiojTEAULT   annuity. 

Their  Lordships  think  that  they  ought  not  to  advise  Her  Majesty 
that  a  different  construction  ought  now  to  be  put  upon  the  law. 

With  regard  to  the  form  of  action  adopted  in  this  case,  their 
Lordships'  do  not  find  that  any  objection  was  taken  to  it  ia  the 
Court  below. 

It  remains  to  consider  the  second  branch  of  contention.  It  has 
been  argued  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant^ — 

First,  that  though  the  deceased  intended  to  make  a  Will  in 
solemn  form,  according  to  the  French  law,  yet,  if  he  did  in  fact 
make  onci  bad  according  to  that,  but  good  according  to  the 
English  law,  it  is  valid. 

Their  Lordships  have  no  doubt  that  this  proposition  is  true. 

Secondly,  it  has  been  argued  that,  if  the  Judge  was  wrong  in 
granting  probate  of  both  the  papers,  at  all  events  the  unfinished 
paper  written  by  the  Notary  from  the  instructions  of  the  deceased 
was  a  valid  instrument  according  to  the  law  of  JEnpIand  before  the 
WtUa  Aelf  1  Vict.  c.  26,  and  that  the  Appellant  is  content  to  have 
probate  of  that  paper  alone. 

Their  Lordships  are,  therefore,  relieved  from  the  necessity  of 
considering  whether  a  nuncupative  form  of  Will  was  valid  jn 
Lower  Canada  at  the  date  of  Prudent  MaIo*$  death,  and  before  the 
recent  Code  came  into  operation;  as  to  which,  however,  they 
desire  not  to  be  considered  as  expressing  any  doubt  whatever,  or 
whether  a  probate  could  be  properly  granted  of  a  nuncupative 
Will  and  unfinished  instructions  as  together  containing  the  Will 
of  the  deceased. 

The  question  before  their  Lordships  is  reduced  within  these 
limits.  Is  the  paper  of  unfinished  instructions  such  a  document  as 
would  have  been  entitled  to  probate  under  the  law  in  force  in 
England  before  the  present  WUh  Adl  For  if  so  it  was  before 
promulgation  of  the  Code,  which  appears  to  have  adopted  the 
WSU  Ad,  a  good  Will  in  Canada  under  the  provisions  of  the 
QuAee  Ad,  14  Geo.  3,  c.  83.  Upon  this  point  their  Lordships 
entertain  no  doubt. 
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The  law  is  very  clearly  laid  down  in  Montefiore  ▼.  Monisficre  (1)       J*  C. 
by  a  most  experienced  Judge,  Sir  John  IfiehoU : —  1872 

**  The  legal  principles,"  he  says,  **  as  to  imperfect  Testamentary  iboiixAvkT 
papers,  of  every  descriptiou^  yary  much  according  to  the  stage  of  ^jj^^ 
maturity  at  which  those  papers  have  arrived.  The  presumption  of  — 
law,  indeed,  is  against  every  Testamentary  paper  not  actually 
executed  by  the  Testator,  and  so  executed,  as  it  is  to  be  inferred, 
on  the  face  of  the  paper,  that  the  Testator  meant  to  execute  it. 
Bat  if  the  paper  be  complete  in  all  other  respects,  that  presump- 
tion is  slight  and  feeble,  and  one  comparatively  easily  repelled. 
For  intentions,  mtb  modo  at  least,  need  not  be  proved,  in  the  case ; 
that  is,  the  Court  will  presume  the  Testator's  intentions  to  be  as 
expressed  in  such  a  paper,  on  its  being  satisfactorily  shewn  that 
its  not  being  executed  may  be  justly  ascribed  to  some  other  cause, 
aud  not  to  any  abandonment  of  those  intentions,  so  expressed,  on 
his,  the  Testator's  part  But  where  a  paper  is  unfinished,  as  weU 
as  unexecuted  (especially  where  it  is  just  begun,  and  contains  only 
a  few  clauses  or  bequests),  not  only  must  its  being  unfinished  and 
Quexeeuted  be  accounted  for,  as  above,  but  it  must  also  be  proved 
(for  the  Couit  will  not  presume  it)  to  express  the  Testator's  inten* 
tioni},  in  order  to  repel  the  legal  presumption  against  its  validity. 
It  must  be  clearly  made  to  appear,  upon  a  just  view  of  all  the 
facts  and  circumstances  of  the  case,  tiiat  the  deceased  had  come  to 
a  final  resolution  in  respect  to  it,  as  far  as  it  goes :  so  that  by 
establishing  it^  even  in  such  its  imperfect  state,  the  Court  will 
give  effect  to,  and  not  thwart  or  defeat,  the  Testator's  real  wishes 
and  intentions  in  respect  to  the  property  which  it  purports  to 
bequeath,  in  order  to  entitle  such  a  paper  to  probate,  in  any  case, 
in  my  judgment."    He  then  goes  on  to  say  (2) : — 

''If  the  instrument  is  (as  it  clearly  is),  in  legal  construction,  one 
in  progress,  merely,  and  unfinished  as  to  the  body  of  the  instrument, 
the  legal  presumption,  surely,  is,  that,  had  the  deceased  not  been 
prevented  from  finishing  it,  he  would  have  gone  on  to  provide  for 
his  children  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the  instrument.  I  cannot 
assent  to  the  proposition  contended  for  by  one  of  the  Counsel,  that, 
if  a  Testator  dies  while  the  instrument  is  in  progress,  that  instru- 
ment, '  so  far  as  it  goes,'  be  its  contents  and  effect  what  they 

(1)  2  Add.  357.  (2)  2  Add.  359-60. 
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J.  0.        may,  must  be  valid.     I  know  of  no  principle  to  that  broad  exteut 

1872        ever  laid  down ;    nor  was  any  authority  cited  in  support  of  it. 

UioviEkVLT   ^^^  ^^^  which  I  take  to  operate,  in  the  case  of  every  unfinished 

'-         paper  is  this:  can  the  Court  infer  that  by  pronouncing  for  it  it 

will  carry  into  effect  what  it  collects,  from  all  the  circumstances 

of  the  case,  to  have  been  the  deceased's  wish  ?  In  that  event  it 
will  be  its  duty  to  pronounce  for  it — but  surely  not,  if  it  sees  reason 
to  believe  that,  by  so  doing,  it  will  defeat,  or  counteract,  ifistead 
of  giving  effect  to  that  wish." 

In  another  case  {Nathan  v.  Morse  (1)  )  the  same  learned  Judge 
said: — 

'*  The  facts  are  satisfactorily  established — I  have  no  doubt  in 
pronouncing  this  to  be  the  Will  of  the  deceased,  as  far  as  to  the 
appointment  of  the  Executor :  but  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  the 
other  part  was  not  committed  to  writing  during  the  life  of  the 
deceased.  Although  the  Court  goes  the  utmost  length  to  give 
effect  to  intention  clearly  proved,  and  reduced  into  writing  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  Testator,  yet  it  has  never  held  that  anything 
added  to  a  Will  after  death  can  be  established.  Death  consummates 
the  instrument ; — nothing  can  be  added  afterwards. 

**  The  last  clause  must  be  pronounced  against  and  struck  out  of 
the  Will 

"  I  have  no  doubt  of  pronouncing  for  the  Will  without  it" 

It  was  suggested  that  these  decisions,  which  were  made  in 
1820-2,  were  judicial  developments  of  the  doctrine  as  to  imper- 
fect Testamentary  papers,  and  were  not  intended  to  be  incorporated 
into  the  Canadian  Law  by  the  Statute  of  1808.  But  unfortunately 
for  this  argument,  various  decisions  of  Sir  O.  Lee,  a  most  learned 
Ecclesiastical  Judge,  in  1757,  fully  establish  the  doctrine  which 
^ir  John  Nicholl^  in  1820-21,  did  not  in  truth  develope,  but  de- 
clared to  be  the  acknowledged  existing  law. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  in  this  case  it  did  completely  ex- 
press the  wishes  of  the  Testator,  and,  therefore,  tried  by  the  prin- 
ciples laid  down  in  these  and  other  cases,  the  paper  containing  the 
instructions  written  out  by  the  Notary  is  entitled  to  Probate. 

It  remains  only  to  consider  the  objection  that  the  evidence  by 
which  these  ii.structions  are  proved  to  contain  the  testamentary 

(1)  3  Phil.  530-1. 
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intentions  of  the  deceased  is  inadmissible  according  to  the  lex  fart        j.  a 
—that  is,  the   Canadian  French  Law;    and  for  this  position        1872 
Art.  1,233,  sect.  7,  was  relied  upon,  which  requires  that  there  must   MiQ]»Iui/r 
be  "  a  commencement  of  proof  in  writing"  {commencement  de  preuve 
par  ecrit)  in  order  to  admit  the  oral  testimony  of  Witnesses.    If 
it  were  necessary  to  consider  whether,  in  this  case  this  condition  as 
to  the  commencement  in  writing  had  been  folBUed,  their  Lord- 
ships would  be  strongly  inclined  to  hold  that  it  had  been  fulfilled ; 
bnt  in  truth  the  case  is  not  one  to  which  the  doctrine  of  the  lex 
fori  preyailing  as  to  the  admission  of  evidence  is  applicable  at  alU 
The  law  which  introduced  into  the  Colony  the  English  Law  as  to 
Wills  must  be  considered  as  haying  introduced  it  with  all  its 
incidents,  and,  therefore,  with  the  admissibility  of  oral  evidence, 
without  which,  indeed,  the  new  law  would  be  nugatory  and  of  no 
effect. 

Their  Lordships  have,  therefore,  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that 
the  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  reversed ;  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  of  Canada  in  favour  of  the  Appellant 
should  be  a£Srmed,  and  that  the  Respondents  should  pay  the 
costs  of  this  appeal  and  those  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in 
Canada. 

BoUcitors  for  the  Appellant :  Bisehoff^  Bompas,  A  BtMhoff. 
Solicitors  for  the  Respondents :  Emsman  dt  NichoUon. 
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JO.'      BOSARIO  MESSINA       Appellant; 

i2^  AW) 

•'m^'     EUSTACHIO  p.  PETROCOCCHINO   ....  Respondent. 


ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  COURT  OP  APPEAL  FOR  THE  ISLAND  OF 

MALTA. 

Foreign  judgment — JurUdietion — Oreek  Consular  Court  at  ConataniinopU— 
Act  of  Average  settlement  —  Appointment  of  Curator  —  Bottomry  Bond, 
exemption  of  lender  from  teeing  to  necessity  of, 

A  foreign  judgment  of  a  competent  Court  is  conclusive,  and  not  open  to 
eiamination  by  another  Court,  unless  th»  judgment  impeached  carries  on  the 
face  of  it  manifest  error :  as  if  it  is  shewn  to  have  been  obtained  by  fraud, 
or  wanting  in  the  condition  of  natural  justice.  Such  judgment  cannot  be 
applied  to  persons  other  than  those  who  were  parties  to  the  litigation  decided 
by  it,  except  in  cases  where  the  judgment  is  in  rem, 

A  Greek  Ship  having  on  board  a  Cargo  consigned  to  Malta^  the  port  of 
destination,  having  encountered  severe  weather  in  her  passage  down  the 
Black  Sea,  was  obliged,  for  the  preservation  of  her  Cargo,  to  jettison  her  Boats, 
spars  and  cables,  and  being  disabled,  put  into  Constcifitinopley  where  the  Captain 
applied  to  the  Greek  Consular  Court,  and  obtained  an  order  for  a  survey  of 
the  Ship  and  Cargo,  and  a  sentence  of  Average  settlement,  with  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  Curator,  who,  by  virtue  of  the  authority  conferred  on  him,  hypothe- 
cated the  Cargo,  and  caused  a  Bottomry  Bond  to  be  executed  thereon  for  freight 
and  the  necessary  expenses  of  transhipping  and  forwarding  the  Carga  The 
Cargo  having  been  transhipped  arrived  at  Malta,  where  proceedings  were  taken 
in  the  Court  of  Commerce  by  the  Consignee  to  set  aside  the  sentence  of  Average 
settlement  and  to  annul  the  Bottomry  Bond.  The  Court  of  Commerce  de- 
clared its  incompetency  to  decide  regarding  the  Average  settlement,  bat 
pronounced  the  Bottomry  Bond  null  and  void.  On  appeal  to  the  Court  of 
appeal  at  Malta,  that  Court  reversed  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Commerce,  so 
far  as  regarded  its  competency  to  decide  the  Average  act  and  settlement^  and 
ordered,  as  regarded  the  decision  of  the  nullity  of  the  Bottomry  Bond,  that 
such  decision  should  be  set  aside  until  a  definitive  sentence  on  the  Average 
act  and  settlement  should  have  been  come  to  by  the  Court  of  Commerce.  The 
Court  of  Commerce  gave  a  decision  on  the  case  thus  remitted  against  the  Con- 
signee, which  was  equivalent  to  a  nonsuit.  On  appeal  from  this  decision,  the 
appellate  Court  at  Malta  were  of  opinion,  that  the  Captain  having  taken  the  legal 
course  before  the  Consular  Tribunal  at  Constantinople,  tokd  that  Court  having, 
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on  the  report  of  Experts,  appointed  a  Gnrator  of  the  cargo,  and  declared  the 
Toyage  ended  at  Constantinople^  such  Curator  was  the  attorney  for  the 
Owners  of  the  Cai^o,  and  had  authority  to  hypothecate  the  same;  that 
where  the  formalities  of  a  Consular  authority  and  verbal  process  justifying 
the  expenses  necessitating  the  loan  are  observed,  the  lender  on  Bottomry  is 
exonerated  from  justifying  the  necessity  for  the  loan,  or  making  inquiry  as  to 
the  facts  causing  such  necessity,  and  decided  for  the  validity  of  the  Bond : — 
ffdd  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  appellate 
Court  at  Malta,  that  the  Greek  Consular  Court  at  Constantinople  being  a 
ooibpetent  Court,  having  jurisdiction  over  a  Greek  Ship  and  a  Cargo  owned 
by  Greek  subjects,  the  sentence  of  that  Court  was  not  open  to  examination 
by  the  Court  of  Commerce  at  Malta,  and  that  it  must  be  presumed,  in  the 
absence  of  manifest  error  or  fraud,  that  the  Greek  Consular  Court  rightly 
interpreted  and  applied  the  Greek  law,  by  which  they  had  the  power  tbey 
exercised  of  deciding  that,  in  the  circumstances,  Constantinople  should  be 
considered  the  place  of  the  Ship's  destination,  and  the  average  adjusted 
according  to  the  law  in  force  at  that  place ;  and  that  the  Bottomry  Bond 
was,  in  the  circimistances,  necessary  and  valid, 
llie  case  of  Dent  v.  Smith  (1)  followed. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  against  a  decision  of  the  Court  of  appeal  for 
the  Island  of  Media  and  its  dependencies,  revoking  two  sentences  of 
the  Court  of  Commerce  for  that  Island,  in  a  suit  brought  by  the 
Appellant  as  Plaintiff,  against  the  Bespondent  as  Defendant. 

The  suit  was  commenced  on  the  6th  of  March,  1867,  by  a  cita- 
tion issued  out  of  the  Court  of  Commerce  for  the  Island  of 
VsUta  and  its  dependencies  at  the  request  of  the  Appellant,  who 
was  a  Merchant  residing  at  Media,  summoning  the  Bespondent,  who 
was  also  a  Merchant  residing  at  Mcdta,  and  representative  of  the 
finn  of  Petrocoeehino  dt  Co,,  as  Agent  of  DimUriaeopulo,  of  Con- 
^ntinople,  and  as  holder  of  a  Bottomry  Bond,  to  appear  and  shew 
caoae  why  all  the  acts  of  an  average  settlement  made  at  Conrtan- 
iinojie  should  not  be  declared  irregular,  null  and  void,  and  of 
no  validity,  on  account  of  inherent  faults  for  want  of  authority  and 
jurisdiction,  and  for  errors  they  contained,  and  for  other  reasons 
to  be  orally  alleged,  and  why  a  Bottomry  Bond,  made  on  the 
1713**"  of  February,  1867,  should  not  be  declared  null  and  void, 
without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  the  parties,  including  Captain 
FrouUa,  commanding  the  Greek  Brig  Evangdistria,  to  proceed  to 
&  regular  average  settlement  in  the  place  where  the  voyage  of  the 
^ngdidria  ought  to  have  terminated,  and  for  all  other  necessary 

(1)  Uw  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  414. 
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J.  0.       declarations,  including  that  of  DimUriacoptdo,  being  held  respon- 

1872       sible  for  the  damages  and  interests  emerging  from  his  condaot, 

MiBKurA     ^°^  without  prejudice  to  the  action  ot  dolus  and /raw,  with  costs. 

... ^'  The  circumstances  under  which  this  citation  was  issued,  were  as 

oHiMo.       follows : — 

On  the  28th  of  October  (O.S.),  1866,  the  Greek  Brig  Evan- 
ffdistria,  of  which  FrotUia  w£ts  Master,  sailed  from  Berdianak  with 
a  cargo  of  wheat,  which  had  been  shipped  by  NeffroporUe,  Merchant, 
of  Taganrog^  and  bound  to  Malta  for  orders  for  some  port  in  the 
MtdUerranean.    The  cargo  was  consigned  to  the  Appellant. 

The  Evangdidria  encountered  severe  weather  in  her  passage 
down  the  Blaek  Sea,  and  after  having  jettisoned  for  the  preserva- 
tion of  the  Ship  and  Cargo,  her  Boats,  spars,  cables,  &c.,  and 
sustained  other  damage,  she  was  compelled  to  put  into  Constanr 
Unople.  Negroponie  had  an  Agent  at  Oonataniinople,  who  knew 
of  the  arrival  there  of  the  EvangdMria,  in  a  damaged  state,  and 
communicated  that  fact  to  the  Appellant.  The  Master  of  the  Evatir 
gdidria  immediately  commenced  the  process  required  of  him  by 
the  (Sreek  law  in  the  Commercial  Chancery  of  the  Royal  Greek 
Embassy  at  CondantinopU,  and  that  Court  having  heard  his  peti- 
tion and  examined  the  Master  and  others  of  his  crew,  appointed 
certain  Surveyors,  who,  on  the  2^/14!^  of  January,  1867,  made  a 
survey  of  the  Ship  and  reported  the  same  to  the  Court,  which 
report  was  duly  confirmed  by  the  Consul-General  of  Qreece  at  Con- 
sianiinople,  as  Judge  of  the  Court.  In  pursuance  of  the  recom- 
mendations of  the  Surveyors,  the  Judge  of  the  Court  appointed 
Dimiiriacopulo  Curator  of  the  Cargo  of  the  Evangdisiria,  with 
directions  to  charter  a  Vessel  to  serve  as  a  store  for  the  Cargo,  or,  if 
necessary,  to  carry  the  same  to  its  destination.  Dimiirtaeopfdoj 
acting  as  such  Curator,  on  the  15th  of  January,  1867,  chartered  the 
Russian  Brig  Otto  SoreUe  (called  in  the  charterparty  Otto  Fratdli), 
in  accordance  with  the  authority  given  to  him  by  the  Consular 
Court,  and  the  Cargo  of  the  Evangdidria  was  accordingly  tran- 
shipped to  the  OUo  Sordle. 

The  Surveyors,  on  the  23rd  of  January,  1867,  made  a  further 
survey  of  the  Evangelisiria,  and  unanimously  reported  to  the 
Court,  that  the  Otto  Sordle  must  sail,  and  carry  on  to  its  de^^tina- 
tion  the  Cargo  of  the  Evangdidria,  and  this  report  was,  on  the 
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27th  of  that  month,  confirmed  by  the  Consular  Court.  In  conse- 
quence of  the  recommendations  contained  in  this  report,  the  Con* 
sular  Court,  in  virtue  of  its  decree,  named  certain  Judicial 
Staters  to  settle  the  damages  and  expenses  of  average  of  the  Evan- 
ffdidria,  and  its  Cargo  at  Constantinople. 

On  the  28th  of  January,  1867,  the  Judicial  Staters  ordered 
(amongst  other  things),  that  power  should  be  given  to  the  Curator 
of  the  Cargo  of  the  Evangelidria  to  contract  a  Bottomry  Bond  for 
the  sum  necessary  to  pay  the  general  and  particular  average  ex- 
penses and  other  amounts  due  in  respect  of  the  Cargo  sent  on  to  its 
destination  by  the  OUo  Sordle;  and  by  a  prospectus  of  settle- 
ment, whicb  was  to  form  an  integral  part  of  their  sentence,  they 
fixed  the  amount  for  which  they  gave  authority  to  Dimitriaeopulo, 
as  Curator  of  the  Cargo,  to  contract  a  Bottomry  Bond  thereon 
at  the  sum  of  35,760f.  52c.,  including  the  premium  upon  the  Bond. 
This  sentence  and  general  average  settlement  was  confirmed  to 
have  the  force  of  an  adjudication  by  the  Consul-Greneral  of  Qreeoe^ 
as  Judge  of  the  Consular  Court. 

In  pursuance  of  the  authority  given  to  him  by  tins  sentence, 
BimUriaeopttlOf  on  the  31st  of  January,  1867,  hypothecated  the 
cargo  of  wheat  transhipped  to  the  OUo  Sorelle  to  one  M.  N.  Faeher^ 
88  security  for  the  sum  of  35,760f.  52c.,  by  a  Bottomry  Bond 
duly  executed  and  visid  by  the  Judge  of  the  Consular  Court. 

The  OUo  Sordle  sailed  from  ConstofUinophf  and  on  the  25th  of 
February,  1867,  arrived  at  Malta. 

The  Bottomry  Bond  had  been,  in  the  meantime,  forwarded  pro- 
perly indorsed  by  M.  A,  Faeher  to  the  Kespondent's  Firm  in 
Moj^,  with  directions  to  cash  the  same,  and  application  was 
made  by  the  Respondent  to  the  Appellant  for  that  purpose. 
The  Appellant  then  deposited  the  sum  for  which  the  Bond  had 
been  given  with  Her  Majesty's  Court  of  Commerce  at  MaUa,  to 
remain  as  security  till  it  should  be  decided,  whether  the  Respon- 
dent had  a  right  to  receive  the  same  in  respect  of  his  claim  under 
Buch  Bond. 

After  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Commerce,  it  was,  on  the  2nd 
of  March,  1867,  decided  that  the  deposit  should,  with  the  consent 
of  the  Appellant,  be  paid  out  to  the  Respondent,  and  that  such 
payment  should  be  understood  to  be  free  and  unconditional  unless 
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the  Appellant  should  bring  forward  in  a  suit  by  way  of  citation 
within  a  certain  limited  time  the  claims  set  forth  in  the  schedule 
of  deposit. 

The  Appellant  thereupon  commenced  the  present  suit  by  filing 
the  citation  before  stated,  and  on  the  18th  of  March,  1867,  in 
consequence  of  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Commerce,  the  Appel- 
lant presented  an  additional  pleading,  in  which  he  set  out  tlie 
facts  and  matters  before  stated,  and  alleged  that  the  EvangeHs- 
tria  had  not  the  right  of  ending  the  voyage  and  of  making  the 
average  calculation  in  Comtaniinople,  and  that  if  the  average  cdl- 
culation  was  null,  the  Bottomry  Bond  could  not  hold  good,  and, 
further,  that  the  Bottomry  Bond  was  null  because  it  was  made  by 
a  person  who  was  not  entitled  to  hypothecate  the  Cargo,  and 
was  not  made  according  to  law. 

The  Bespondent,  in  his  answer,  alleged  that  the  nullity  of  the 
Average  settlement,  even  if  declared  void,  would  not  bring  with  it 
the  nullity  of  the  Bond,  that  the  action  on  it  was  intended  to  dis- 
pute the  procedure  and  acts  of  the  Greek  Consular  Court  at  Con- 
dantinople^  and  the  same  could  not  be  entertained  by  the  Court, 
and  that  Facher  was  a  stranger  to  all  the  acts  the  nullity  of  which 
was  asked  for  by  the  Appellant^  and  took  his  rights  under  the 
Bond,  having  advanced  his  money  on  the  security  of  the  Cargo. 

Both  parties  entered  into  evidence,  and  the  suit  having  been 
heard  on  the  22nd  of  June,  1867,  a  decision  was  given  by  the 
Court  of  Commerce,  declaring  that  the  Court  was  not  competent, 
so  far  as  the  demand  for  declaring  the  nullity  of  the  average  acts 
of  settlement  was  concerned,  and  decided,  in  compliance  with  the 
demand  contained  in  the  second  part  of  the  citation,  that  Ihe 
Bond  was  null  and  void. 

From  this  decision  both  parties  appealed  to  the  first  Hall  of 
Her  Majesty's  Court  of  appeal,  and  the  'Appellant  entered  into 
further  evidence. 

On  the  16th  of  December,  1867,  the  Court  of  appeal  gave  judg- 
ment, declaring  that  the  case  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  of  Commerce,  as  -far  as  the  declaration  of  the  nullity  of 
Average  settlement  was  concerned,  and  so  far  revoking  the  sentence 
delivered  by  the  Court  of  Comnfterce,  and  ordering  that  upon  the 
other  part  it  should  be  set  aside  until  the  definitive  decision  iu 
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tbe  Conrt  of  first  instance  on  the  first  part  of  the  citation,  and  it 
subsequently  remitted  the  process  to  the  Court  of  Commerce. 

The  Court  of  Commerce  haviii^  ordered  further  pleadings, 
the  Appellant,  on  the  28th  of  April,  1868,  presented  a  petition 
disputing  the  details  of  the  Average  settlement  at  Constantinople, 
and  the  Bespondents  presented  an  answer  alleging  that  they  were 
Talid,  and  that  even  if  any  errors  existed  they  would  not  invali- 
date the  Bottomry  Bond.  On  the  26th  of  May,  1868,  the  Court 
of  Commerce  delivered  judgment,  dismissing  the  Respondent  from 
the  further  observance  of  justice  in  the  suit. 

From  this  decision  the  Appellant  appealed  to  the  first  Hall  of 
Her  Majesty's  Court  of  appeal  at  Malta.  The  Respondent^  by  his 
answer,  prayed  that  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Commerce  should 
be  reformed,  so  far  as  that  the  Appellant  might  be  excluded  from 
the  demands  contained  in  the  citation  or  otherwise,  and  otherwise 
that  the  sentence  should  be  confirmed.  On  the  20th  of  July,  1868, 
die  Court  of  appeal,  consisting  of  Sir  Antonio  MitaUef  and  Drs. 
Sahaiore  Nandi  and  Lorenzo  Xnerd>,  delivered  final  judgment,  to 
the  effect,  that  there  being  no  doubt  as  to  the  application  to  the 
case  of  the  rules  of  the  French  Code  received  in  Chreeee  as  law  by 
an  Ordinance,  and  of  the  formalities  required  by  that  Code  having 
been  substantially  fulfilled,  and  that  the  observance  of  such  for- 
malities exonerating  the  lender  from  justifying  the  necessity  of 
the  loan,  and  there  being  no  evidence  of  collnsion  on  the  part  of 
JHrnitriacoptilo  or  FaeJ^er,  the  Court  decided  for  the  exclusion  of 
the  demanded  declaration  that  the  acts  made  in  Constantinople  were 
null  and  of  no  validity,  and  also  for  the  exclusion  of  the  demanded 
nnllity  of  the  Bottomry  Bond,  and  revoked  the  sentences  delivered 
by  the  Court  of  Commerce  on  the  22nd  of  June,  1867,  and  on  the 
26th  of  May,  1868,  and  condemned  the  Appellant  in  costs. 

The  appeal  was  from  this  judgment. 
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Mr.  Manisty,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  T.  H.  Baylis,  for  the  Appellant  :— 

This  soit  was  instituted  by  the  Appellant  in  Her  Majesty's  Court 
of  Commerce  for  the  Island  of  Malta,  for  the  purpose  of  annulling 
a  Bottomry  Bond  by  which  a  Cargo  of  wheat,  which  was  shipped 
^  Bsriiansky  in  the  Crimea^  and  consigned  to  the  Appellant 
at  tfoZb,  was  hypothecated  at   Constantinople  for  the  sum  of 
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35J60f.  52c,  and  also  of  impeaching  the  validity  of  the  proceed- 
ings and  average  act  in  the  Greek  Consulate  at  Canstaniinople, 
purporting  to  have  the  force  of  a  judgment  and  giving  judicial 
effect  to  certain  avenge  settlements  and  charges  upon  the  Cargo, 
and  authorizing  the  Bottomry  Bond  in  question.  We  contend, 
that  the  whole  proceedings  in  the  Greek  Consulate  were  irr^ular 
and  invalid,  no  notice  having  been  given  either  to  the  Owners 
of  the  Cargo  or  their  Agent  at  Constantinople.  The  Average 
settlement  is  erroneous  and  unjust  on  the  face  of  it,  inasmuch 
as  the  Cargo  is  made  to  contribute  in  its  full  value  (freight  being 
deducted),  and  the  Ship  only  half  its  value  and  half  its  freight 
Moreover,  the  settlement  includes  items  which  are  not  the  subjects 
of  general  average,  and  to  which  the  Cargo  was  not  bound  to  con- 
tribute :  Hunter  v.  Prinsep  (1).  Again,  the  Average  settlement 
ought  to  have  been  made  at  MaUaj  which  was  the  place  of  des- 
tination of  the  Cargo,  not,  £ts  it  was,  at  Constantinople :  Simonds  v. 
White  (2). 

The  greater  part  of  the  average  loss  alleged  to  have  been  sus- 
tained by  the  Ship  was  declared  by  the  Captain  to  have  been  sus- 
tained before  the  Ship  put  into  SAastopol,  where  she  stayed,  as  it 
appears,  for  about  a  month  before  she  sailed  for  Constantinople ;  but 
no  Protest  was  made  there,  nor  any  notice  taken  of  any  average 
loss  having  been  sustained,  although  the  Captain  there  stat^  that 
jettison  took  place  after  consultation  with  the  Grew.  By  the 
413th  Article  of  the  Code  de  Commerce  the  Captain  was  bound  to 
take  the  first  opportunity  of  reducing  to  writing  the  result  of  such 
consultation,  and  affirming  it  within  twenty-four  hours  of  his 
arrival  at  the  next  port.  It  was  his  duty  also  to  forward  the  Cargo : 
Blasco  V.  Fleteher  (3).  There  was  no  necessity  to  raise  money  on 
Bottomry ;  and  even  if  there  was  a  judgment  of  the  Greek  Con- 
sular Court  ordering  that  a  Bottomry  Bond  should  be  taken,  yet 
that  judgment  is  not  conclusive :  Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Nias  (4) ; 
Power  V.  Whitmore  (5) ;  Monroe  v.  PUkington  (6).  It  is  a  recog- 
nised rule  that  if  Foreign  law  is  relied  on  by  a  party  which 
differs  from  the  general  maritime  law,  such  Foreign  law  must 


(1)  10  East,  378. 

(2)  2  B.  &  C.  805-611. 

(3)  14  C.  B.  (N.S.)  347. 


(4)  16  Q.  R  717. 

(5)  4  M.  &  S.  141. 

(6)  2  B.  &  S.  11. 
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be  proTed  as  a  fact,  which  has  not  been  done  in  this  case.    Sap-       J.  C. 
posing  the  necessity  for  a  Bottomry  Bond  to  have  existed,  yet        1872 
the  Carator  who  negotiated  the   Bond  had  no  right  to  hypo-      Mbsbiha 
tbecate  the  Cargo  without  communicating  with  the   Owners  or    p^p^io,^ 
tlieir  Agent,  and  especially  when  there  was  such  an  Agent  in       chimo. 
ConslcMiinople,  who,  it  appears  from  the  evidence,  had  funds  in 
hand.     But  the  repairs  to  the  Ship  not  being  made  for  the 
preservation  or  the  forwarding  of  the  Cargo,  the  Curator  had  no 
right  to  hypothecate  the  Cargo  to  pay  for  such  repairs ;  and  if 
the  Bond  is  to  be  discussed  without  reference  to  the  judgment 
of  the  Consular  Court,  it  is  evident  that  it  is  bad,  the  Owners 
of  the  C^rgo  not  having  been  communicated  with :  Heaihom  v. 
Barlinff  (1).      Moreover,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  lender  to  see  that 
there  was  a  necessity  for  the  Bond :  Z%6  Ordia  (2) ;  The  Bona' 
farle  (3) ;  The  Cargo  ex  **  Galam"  (4) ;  AhboU  on  Shipping  [11th 
Ed.],  ch.  iii.,  sec.  5. 

Mr.  Butty  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  C.  Clarkson,  for  the  Respondent: — 

The  act  of  the  Greek  Consular  Court  at  Constantinople  was  a 
judicial  and  not  a  ministerial  act,  and  that  Court  being  a  Court  of 
competent  jurisdiction,  such  judgment  was  a  binding  judgment^ 
and  would  be  recognised  by  the  comity  of  Nations  by  any  Court 
in  which  an  action  on  that  judgment  was  brought :  Castrique  v. 
Imrie  (5).  Therefore,  the  Bottomry  Bond  taken  in  pursuance  of 
such  judgment  is  a  valid  Bond.  The  nature  and  extent  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Consular  Courts  in  Turkey  is  stated  by  Wheaton^ 
International  Law  [Ed.  by  Lawrence\^  pp.  217, 221.  The  history  and 
extent  of  the  power  of  the  Consular  Court  in  Turkey  is  to  be  found 
iu  the  judgment  in  The  Laeonia  (6).  The  sentence  of  average 
Staters  appointed,  as  in  the  present  case,  was  fully  considered  in 
the  case  of  Dent  v.  Smith  (7),  though  in  that  case  it  was  de* 
termined  to  be  a  case  of  salvage  and  not  of  average.  There  was 
suflScient  necessity  to  support  the  Bottomry  Bond,  and  even  if  it  is 
to  be  looked  at  independently  of  its  character  as  a  judicial  act  of 

(1)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  6.  (4^  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N,S.)  216.     . 

(2)  3  Hagg.  Ad.  Rep.  75.  (5)  Law  Rep.  4  H,  L.  414. 

(3)  8  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  459.  (6)  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  161, 185. 

(7)  Law  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  414. 


152 


CASES  IN  THE  PBIVT  COUNCIL. 


[L.R. 


J.O. 
1872 

MSWIKA 

V, 

Petrocoo 

GfHINO. 


a  competent  Court,  it  is  a  valid  Bond.  It  is  true  that  the  general 
rule  is,  that  the  place  of  destination  is  the  place  of  jurisdiction ; 
but  if  the  Cargo  is  separated,  as  was  the  case  here,  then  the  port 
of  delivery  would  be  the  one  having  jurisdiction :  Emerigron,  Tom.  ii. 
ch.  4,  sec.  8,  pp.  475,  n,,  476.  The  Consular  Courts  of  Constan- 
tinople had  jurisdiction  in  this  pase.  Under  the  245th  and  247th 
Articles  of  the  French  Code  de  Commerce,  received  in  Greece  as 
law  by  the  Ordinance  of  the  19th  of  April,  1835,  the  Master  Com- 
mander of  the  Brig  TSvangelistria  having  put  into  Constantinople 
on  account  of  damage  sustained,  was  bound  to  direct  himself  for 
the  necessary  procedure  to  the  Consulate,  who  thereby  became 
judicially  seized  of  the  case,  and  authorized  to  appoint  a  Curator, 
and  upon  his  report  to  order  a  Bottomry  Bond  to  be  contracted 
for.  According  to  the  provisions  of  the  French  Code  de  Commerce, 
the  formalities  prescribed  for  the  validity  of  a  Bottomry  Bond  con- 
tracted in  a  Foreign  Country  was  the  same  as  those  determined  by 
Article  234  of  that  Code  for  Masters  who,  during  their  voyage, 
should  require^  to  borrow  money  on  the  Ship  and  Cargo.  These 
formalities  are  the  Consular  authorization,  which  exonerate  the 
lender  and  justify  the  necessity  of  the  loan.  The  Curator  appointed 
by  the  Consular  Court  was  in  the  place  of  the  Owner  of  the 
Cargo,  and  acting  under  the  Court's  direction,  had  full  authority 
to  hypothecate  the  cargo. 


1872  Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  delivered  by 

Fcb^i.     gjg  Egbert  Phillimore  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  appeal  at  Malia,  in  the 
matter  of  a  Bottomry  or  hypothecation  Bond. 

In  October  1866,  Negroponte,  a  Merchant  at  Taganrog,  shipped, 
at  Berdiansk,  a  cargo  of  Wheat  belonging  to  a  Greek  Owner,  on 
board  a  Greek  ship,  the  Evangdislria,  and  consigned  it  to  Messina 
(the  Appellant),  to  be  delivered  to  his  order  at  MaUa,  or  at  such 
ports  as  the  Consignee  should  there  order.  The  Captain,  Frouiia,  had 
letters  of  recommendation  to  Cossudi,  the  Agent  at  Constantinople 
for  Negroponte. 

Negroponte  and  the  Appellant  are  jointly  interested  in  the 
shipment. 
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The  charterparty  was  sent  by  Neffropante  through  Cossudi  to 
Memna^  the  Appellant  The  Evangdidria  sailed,  she  encountered 
bad  weather^  and  was  obliged  to  jettison  a  part  of  her  Cai^o.  She 
put  back  to  SAoMtopol;  she  sailed  again,  and  again  encountered 
bad  weather,  which  necessitated  further  jettison,  and  arrived  in  a 
damaged  condition  at  Ckmstantinople  on  the  27th  of  December,  186(5. 

Upon  the  30th  of  December  the  Captain  went  before  the  Greek 
Consular  Tribunal  (or  the  Greek  Boyal  Commercial  Chancery,  as 
it  is  called)  at  Pera,  made  a  protest,  and  applied  for  the  survey  of 
the  Ship  and  Cargo ;  the  Court  appointed  Surveyors,  who  drew  up 
''a  sentence  and  average  settlement/'  In  their  first  report  the 
Surveyors,  after  stating  various  reasons,  said : — 

"  Whereas,  for  the  above  reasons,  the  Cargo  of  th^  Evangdistria 
must  be  transhipped  on  another  Vessel,  to  be  chartered  under 
double  conditions,  to  serve  as  store,  or  to  send,  in  case  of  need,  the 
Cargo  to  its  destination : 

**  VIThereas,  there  being  in  this  Town  no  legitimate'representative 
of  the  Owner  of  the  Cargo,  a  Curator  to  the  same  must  be  named 
by  the  competent  authority : 

"Moved  by  these  reasons,  we  have  unanimously  agreed,  that  the 
Boyal  Greek  Commercial  Chancery  should  appoint  a  Curator  to 
the  Cargo,  who,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  representative  of  the 
Underwriters,  will  charter  a  Vessel  of  the  same  burden  of  the 
Ewmgdisiriaf  wit^  the  double  condition  to  serve  as  store,  or,  if 
necessary,  for  carrying  the  Cargo  to  its  destination,  and  to  com- 
mence without  loss  of  time  the  transhipment  of  the  Cargo  in 
question.'* 

A  Greek  Merchant,  by  name  Dimitriacopvlo,  was  appointed 
Curator  by  the  Court ;  his  Agent  is  Pdrococchino,  the  Bespondent. 

In  their  second  and  last  report  the  Surveyors  recommended  that 
the  Cargo  should  be  transhipped  on  board  a  Vessel  called  the 
OUoSordle;  the  Captain  further  petitioned  for  the  appointment 
of  "Average  or  judicial  Staters;"  they  were  appoiiited  by  the 
Court,  and  decided,  among  other  things,  as  follows : — 

"1.  That  the  expenses  of  transhipment  made  by  the  Curator  to 
the  Cargo,  his  commission,  the  interest  of  the  Bottomry  Bond,  and 
the  remaining  freight  to  be  paid  to  send  the  Cargo  to  its  destina- 
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tioDy  must  be  classified  in  particular  average  to  be  suffered  by  the 
Cargo  alone. 

''  2.  That  in  the  general  average  must  be  put  the  damages  of 
the  Vessel,  fixed  by  the  Surveyors  at  44,558  pxadres,  the  expenses 
of  survey  and  towing,  &c.,  incurred  by  the  Captain,  the  fees  of 
Chancery,  the  fees  of  the  legal  adviser  and  compiler  of  several 
acts,  the  fees  of  the  Judicial  Staters,  of  the  representative  of 
the  Underwriters,  and  the  compiler  of  the  present  decision  and 
average  settlement,  for  which  expenses  the  Cargo  will  contribute 
with  its  value,  freight  deducted,  and  the  Vessel  with  half  its  value 
and  half  its  freight,  as  it  is  to  be  seen  by  the  settlement  prospectus 
which  is  to  form  an  integral  part  of  the  present  sentence. 

'<  3.  That  the  freight  of  the  Vessel  Evangdistria  is  fixed  to  two- 
thirds  of  the  freight  agreed  on  in  the  charterparty,  to  two-thirds 
of  primage,  and  the  gratuity  entire  free  of  contribution. 

"  4.  That  power  should  be  given  to  the  Curator  of  the  Cargo  to 
contract  a  Bottomry  Bond  for  the  sum  necessary  to  pay  the  freight 
of  the  Evangdistria^  average  expenses,  &c.,  under  hypothecation 
of  the  Wheat  cargo,  sent  to  its  destination  by  the  Vessel,  Otto 
Sordler 

This  decision  was  confirmed  by  the  Greek  Consul-General,  who 
declared  it  to  have  the  force  of  a  thing  adjudicated  :  a  Bottomry 
Bond  was  also  ordered  and  was  given  to  a  Mr.  Faeher  as  a  security 
for  35,760f.  52c.  The  Bill  of  lading,  the  average  statement,  and 
the  Bottomry  Bond  were  sent  by  the  Curator  to  Petrococehino,  at 
MaUa. 

The  Otto  Sordle  arrived  with  her  Cargo  at  MaUa  on  the  26th  of 
February,  1867.  Petrocooehino  refused  to  deliver  the  Cargo  with- 
out payment  of  the  Bottomry  Bond.  Messina^  the  Appellant, 
refused  to  pay,  and  at  last  paid  under  protest,  and  litigation 
ensued. 

A  suit  was  instituted  by  the  Appellant  against  Petrocooehino  in 
the  Court  of  Commerce  at  MaUa.  The  Appellant  called  upon 
him  to  shew  cause  why  in  the  first  place  the  pretended  "  Average 
Acts"  made  at  Constantinople  should  not  be  declared  irregular, 
null,  and  of  no  validity  on  account  of  inherent  faults,  for  want  of 
authority  and  jurisdiction,  and  for  the  errors  they  contained,  and 
for  other  reasons  to  be  orally  alleged,  and  why  as  a  consequence, 
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the  pretended  Bottomry  fiood  should  not  be  declared  null  and 
void,  and  if  necessary,  annulled  without  prejudice  to  the  right 
of  the  parties  or  whomsoever  else  it  might  concern,  including  the 
Captain,  FruUa,  to  proceed  to  a  regular  Average  settlement  in  the 
place  where  the  voyage  of  the  Evangelistria  ought  to  have  ter- 
minated, and  claimed  damages  against  Dimitriaeopulo  (without 
prejudice  to  an  action  against  him  for  fraud)  with  costs  against 
the  Respondent 

The  Ck)urt  of  Commerce  decided  against  the  Appellant  on  the 
ground  that  it  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  matter  of  the  average, 
but  in  his  favour  as  to  the  Bottomry  Bond,  declaring  it  void. 
Both  parties  appealed  to  the  appellate  Court  at  Malia^  which 
decided  that  the  inferior  Court  had  jurisdiction  as  to  the  average, 
but  gave  no  judgment  as  to  the  Bottomry  Bond,  and  remitted 
the  case. 

The  Court  of  Commerce,  on  the  26th  of  May,  1868,  gave 
judgment  that  the  suit,  so  far  as  it  related  to  the  demand  for  the 
nullity  of  the  Average  acts,  had  been  *' illegally  observed,"  by 
reason  of  the  Appellant  not  having  summoned  all  the  parties 
concerned  in  the  average  acts,  and  especially  Captain  Frvita^ 
of  the  Brig  Evanffelidriaf  and  that  nothing  was  proved  sufficient 
to  make  Dimitriaeopulo  liable  in  damages,  and  decided  for  the 
discharge  of  the  Respondent  nomine  (that  is,  in  the  character  in 
which  he  was  sued)  ah  observantia  judicii,  with  costs ;  the  effect 
of  which  judgment  was  equivalent  to  a  nonsuit. 

Both  parties  again  appealed ;  and  on  the  20th  of  July,  1868, 
the  appellate  Court  decided  that  the  "Captain  of  the  Evanffe-' 
Hdria^  having  taken  the  legal  course  in  going  before  the  Consular 
Tribunal  at  Constantinople,  and  that  Court  having,  on  the  report 
of  Experts  of  the  necessity  for  unloading  and  transhipping  the 
Cargo  in  order  to  repair  the  Ship,  appointed  Dimiiriaeopulo  Curator 
of  the  Cargo,  and  declared  the  voyage  of  the  Evangelidria 
ended  at  Constantinople,  and  authorized  Dimitriaeopulo  to  give 
a  Bottomry  Bond,  he  must  be  considered  by  a  third  party  as  the 
Attorney  for  the  Owners  of  the  goods,  and  had  authority  to  hypo- 
thecate them.  That  where  the  formalities  of  a  Consular  authority 
and  verbal  process  justifying  the  expenses  necessitating  the  loan 
are  observed,  the  lender  on  Bottomry  is  exonerated  from  seeing 
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J.G.       the  necessity  of  the  loan  proved.    That  in  the  present  case  the 
1872       sentence  of  the  Court  supplied  the  Consular  authority,  and  the 
KwBosk     expenses  haying  been  incurred  under  the  control  of  the  Consul , 
Frr^ooc-    *"^^  sanctioned  by  the  sentence,  the  production  of  verbal  process 
cHuro.       yfQg  Qo^  important,  and  that  substantially  the  formalities  were  to 
be  taken  as  complied  with,  and  that  the  lender  was  not  bound  to 
make  inquiry  as  to  the  facts  causing  the  necessity  of  the  loan« 
That  there  w£ts  no  proof  of  any  fraudulent  collusion   between 
Faeher,  the  lender  of  the  money,  and    Dimitriaeopido^  or  that 
JHmitriacopulo  simulated  expenses,  or  committed  any  irregular  or 
deceitful  acts  to  the  damage  of  the  cargo,  or  even  if  he  had  him- 
self acquired  an  interest  in  the  Bond,  would  that  have  affected  its 
validity,  and  that  any  omissions  on  his  part,  even  if  they  resulted 
in  damage  and  gave  a  cause  of  action,  would  not  nullify  the  Bond, 
and  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  summon  Captain  FrtMa^   the 
Master  of  the  Evanffdistrta** 

From  this  decision  the  appeal  has  been  prosecuted  to  this 
Tribunal. 

It  has  been  strongly  urged  upon  their  Lordships,  that  all  the 
proceedings  in  the  Greek  Consular  Court,  which  were  in  substance 
upholden  by  the  Court  of  appeal  in  MaUa,  were  invalid ;  and  prin* 
cipally  upon  the  following  grounds:  that,  with  regard  to  the 
Bottomry  Bond,  no  adequate  necessity  is  shewn  for  having  recourse  | 
to  it,  and  also  that  it  is  bad  because  not  preceded  by  any  commu-  i 
nication,  or  attempt  at  communication,  with  the  0?mer  of  the 
Cargo ;  and,  with  regard  to  the  general  average,  that  the  proper 
place  for  the  adjustment  of  it  was  Malta,  the  port  of  destination, 
and  not  Constardinople. 

Their  Lordships  are  called  upon  now  to  pronounce  a  judgment 
in  favour  of  these  propositions,  sittiug  as  an  appellate  Tribunal  from 
the  Court  of  Malia  ;  in  other  words,  to  give  that  judgment  which 
it  is  alleged  that  the  Court  appealed  from  ought  to  have  delivered. 
Their  Lordships  are  not  sitting  as  an  appellate  Tribunal  from  the 
Greek  Consular  Court  at  Constantinople.  It  is  necessary  to  make 
this  statement  in  limine,  however  obvious  it  may  appear,  for  the 
following  reason.  If  the  Greek  Consular  Tribunal  was  a  compe- 
tent Court,  having  jurisdiction  over  the  Ship  and  Cargo,  then  the 
sentence  of  that  Ootut  was  not  open  to  examination  by  the  Court 
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at  Malia,  but  would  be  properly  enforced  by  it,  or,  in  the  clear       j.  c, 
language  of  Lord  JEUenboraugh,  in  the  case  of  Power  v.  Whii-       1872 
more  (1),  "  By  the  comity  which  is  paid  by  us  to  the  judgment     i^mna 
of  other  Courts  abroad  of  competent  jurisdiction  we  give  a  full    ^^• 
and  binding  effect  to  such  judgments,  so  far  as  they  profess  to       chino. 
bind  the  persons  and  property  immediately  before  them  in  judg- 
ment,  and  to  which  their  adjudications  properly  relate,"  This  case 
was  decided  in  the  year  1815. 

And  it  is  to  be  observed  that,  though  the  earlier  cases  exhibit 
some  fluctuation  and  variety  with  respect  to  the  application  of  this 
doctrine,  it  has  become  firmly  established  by  a  series  of  later  cases 
as  an  unquestionable  maxim  of  our  jurisprudence.  The  strongest 
and  the  last  case  is  that  of  Casiriqite  v.  Imrie,  decided  by  the 
House  of  Lords  in  the  year  1870  (2). 

A  Foreign  judgment  of  a  competent  Court  may  indeed  be  im- 
peached, if  it  carries  on  the  face  of  it  a  manifest  error ;  if  it  is 
shewn  to  have  been  obtained  by  fraud,  or  to  be  wanting  in  the 
conditions  of  natural  justice ;  and  it  cannot  be  applied  to  persons 
other  than  those  who  were  parties  to  the  litigation  decided  by  it, 
except  in  cases  where  the  judgment  is  in  rem. 

No  such  infirmities  can  in  this  case  be  predicated  of  the  decree^ 
and  orders  of  the  Greek  Court,  and,  therefore,  the  consideration  as^ 
to  the  competency  of  that  Court  alone  remains  to  be  considered. 

It  has  been  much  pressed  upon  us  that  there  is  no  evidence  of 
sach  competence,  and  that  the  acknowledged  rules  of  the  general 
maritime  law  applicable  to  Bottomry  Bonds  on  Cargo  have  been, 
violated  by  the  proceedings  of  the  Court. 

Now,  this  was  the  sentence  of  a  Greek  Consular  Court  sitting  at 
Constaniinople  upon  a  Greek  Ship,  and  a  Cargo  owned  by  Greek 
subjects. 

The  holder  of  the  Bottomry  Bond  was  a  stranger  who,  acting 
^>onafidej  advanced  his  money  on  the  Bond. 

That  the  Ottoman  Porte  has  given  to  the  Christian  Powers  of 
Europe  authority  to  administer  justice  to  their  own  subjects  accord- 
ing to  their  own  laws  within  its  dominions  is  a  fact  publiei  juris, 
which  their  Lordships  are  not  now  Called  upon  for  the  first  time 

(1)  4  M.  &  S.  150.  (2)  Law  Rep.  4  H.  L.  414. 
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to  take  oognisance  of,  and  which  they  fully  recognised  in  the  case 
of  The  Laoania,  in  the  year  1863  (1).  It  would  be  strange  indeed, 
if  it  had  been  otherwise,  inasmuch  as  Her  Majesty  has  established  a 
Supreme  Consular  Court  at  Candaniinofile  and  Provincial  Courts, 
with  rules  for  the  exercise  of  civil  and  criminal  jurisdiction.  This 
kind  of  jurisdiction  exercised  by  the  Consuls  of  Christian  States 
in  Mahomedan  Countries  is  to  be  carefully  distinguished  from  the 
ordinary  powers  exercised  by  Foreign  Consuls  in  Christian  States 

Judicial  cognisance  being,  therefore,  taken  by  their  Lordships  of 
the  fact  that  a  Greek  Tribunal,  capable  of  exercising  jurisdiction  in 
this  case,  existed  at  Condaniinoplef  it  is  the  duty  of  their  Lordships 
to  apply  to  such  a  Tribunal  the  ordinary  principles  which  regulate 
the  reception  of  the  judgment  of  a  Foreign  Tribunal  by  other 
Courts. 

During  the  course  of  the  argument  our  attention  was  properly 
drawn  to  the  case  of  Dent  v.  Smith,  in  which  the  competence  of 
the  Bussian  Consular  Court  at  Oonstaniinople  was  placed  upon  this 
footing  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench.  In  that  case,  the  parti- 
culars of  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  mention,  Xx>rd  Chief  Justice 
Cockburn  said : — 

"  The  fiicts  lie  in  a  very  narrow  compass.  The  Ship,  having 
become  a  Bussian  ship,  is  wrecked  in  Turkish  waters  ;  the  gold, 
the  subject-matter  of  this  insurance,  is  saved  by  being  immediately 
sent  on  shor^  the  Captain  taking  advantage  of  having  to  send  his 
Boat,  and  thinking  it  best  to  save  this  portion  of  the  Cargo,  which, 
of  course,  was  by  far  the  most  valuable  part,  and,  from  its  small 
bulk,  the  part  most  easily  saved.  He  deposits  it  or  causes  it  to 
be  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  Bussian  Consul.  It  is  unnecessary 
to  follow  these  proceedings  in  any  detail  through  their  course  ; 
but  afterwards  a  claim  is  made  in  respect  of  the  expenses,  which 
were  incurred  in  endeavours  to  save  the  Ship  and  the  rest  of  the 
Cargo,  on  the  gold  in  the  Consul's  hands ;  and  in  the  end,  the 
matter  having  been  investigated  by  persons  appointed  by  the 
Bussian  Consul,  judgment  is  given  as  to  the  amoxmt  which  shall 
be  contributed  by  the  Owners  of  the  gold  to  satisfy  the  claim  for 
contribution  in  respect  of  the  expenses.    That  judgment  is  ratified, 


(1)  2  Moore'B  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  185. 
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as  it  was  necessary  it  shotild  be,  by  the  Bussian  Minister  at  Can- 
slatiiinoph,eJiA  being  so  ratified,  and  not  being  appealed  against 
within  a  certain  time,  the  judgment  became  a  binding  judgment 
upon  the  parties  concerned.  That  being  so,  the  Ownero  of  the  gold 
being  shewn  to  have  no  alternative  in  order  to  get  the  gold,  but 
to  submit  to  the  payment  of  this  percentage,  and  in  the  meanwhile 
they,  or  some  one,  haying  given  security,  in  the  end  they  were 
obliged  to  pay  the  money  themselves. 

*^^Now,  it  has  been  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants, 
that  the  proceedings  of  the  Tribunal  by  which  this  judgment  was 
given  were  wrongful  in  many  respects.  In  the  first  place,  that 
having  to  apply  the  Bussian  Commercial  Code,  they  applied  the 
FienclL  I  think  there  is  quite  a  sufficient  answer  to  that.  It 
appears  that  in  matters  relating  to  maritime  law  in  which  the 
jorisdictioti  of  the  Bussian  Consulate  has  to  be  exercised,  they 
have  not  at  Constantinople  the  presence  and  assistance  of  Bussian 
Advocates  to  explain  the  law,  whereas  there  are  French  Advocates 
resident  there,  and  the  laws  of  the  two  Countries  being  with  refer- 
ence to  these  matters  almost  the  same,  they  had  recourse  to  the 
French  law,  and  applied  it  in  this  instance.  Whether  that  is  strictly 
right  or  wrong,  I  do  not  take  upon  myself  to  pronounce,  for  I  think 
it  is  a  matter  with  which  we  have  nothing  to  do ;  but  if  in  this  case 
they  applied  the  Freneh  law  as  a  substitute  for  the  Bussian,  I 
thiok  we  must  take  it  that  they  did  it  with  proper  authority. 

"  Then,  it  is  said,  that  they  applied  the  law  erroneously.  Again, 
I  think  we  have  not  to  deal  with  that.  We  are  not  to  sit  here  as 
a  Court  of  appeal  against  any  judgment  pronounced  by  a  Court 
which  must  be  taken  to  be  one  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  the 
administration  of  Bussian  law,  and  whatever  was  substituted  became 
for  the  time  Bussian  law  in  respect  of  matters  of  maritime  law. 
The  proper  Tribunal  to  appeal  to,  if  there  was  any  ground  of 
appeal,  was  to  the  Court  of  St.  Petersburg  "  (1). 

With  the  principles  of  this  judgment  their  Lordships  are  dis- 
posed entirely  to  agree.  They  think  it  must  be  presumed  that 
the  Greek  Court  rightly  interpreted  and  applied  the  Greek  law  ; 
that  by  that  law  they  had  the  power,  and  duly  exercised  it,  of 


J.O. 
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(1)  Law  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  445,  446. 
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deciding  that,  in  the  circumstances,  Constaniinofh  should  be  con- 
sidered as  the  place  of  the  Ship's  destination,  and  the  average 
adjusted  according  to  the  Greek  law  in  force  at  that  place ;  and 
that  the  Bottomry  Bond  was  necessary  and  valid,  though  entered 
into  without  citing  M.  Cossudi,  the  Agent  of  the  Owners  of  the 
Cargo,  who  was,  however,  their  Lordships  must  remark,  aware»  as 
is  proved  by  his  Letter,  of  the  arrival  of  the  Ship  in  a  disabled 
state  at  Condantinapley  and,  it  must  be  presumed,  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  Greek  Courts  though  he  did  not  appear  and  take  any 
part  in  them. 

It  must  also  be  presumed  that  the  Court  had  power  to  appoint 
the  Average  or  Judicial  Staters,  and  that  their  decision  gave 
authority  to  the  Curator  of  the  Cargo  to  contract  the  Bottomry 
Bond  in  question  with  Fadier,  and  to  tranship  the  Cargo  on  board 
the  Otto  BoreUe;  and  that  this  decision  was  rightly  confirmed  by 
the  Greek  Consul-General.  Their  Lordships  do  not  feel  them- 
selves at  liberty  to  enter  into  the  discussion  into  which  they 
were  invited  by  Counsel  for  the  Appellant,  or  into  the  question, 
whether  the  Greek  law  be  or  be  not  at  variance  with  the  general 
Maritime  law  upon  these  points.  Those  questions  would  be  pro- 
perly raised  on  appeal  to  the  Greek  appellate  Court,  whether  sit- 
ting at  Athens  or  elsewhere ;  and  could  not  properly  be  discussed 
either  before  the  Court  at  Malta,  or  before  this  TribunaL 

Their  Lordships  must,  therefore,  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
that  the  judgment  appealed  from  be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal 
dismissed  with  costs  against  the  Appellant 


Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  BedpcUh  &  Eddsworth. 
Solicitor  for  the  Eespondent:  Thomas  Cooper. 
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DONALD  JOHNSON  AND  OTHRBS     ....    Appellants;      J.c.» 
JOHN  ALEXANDER  BLACK Respondent.      ^'^  ^ 


THE  "TWO  ELLENa" 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 

Mariiime  lien — Admiralty  Court  Act^  1861,  &  6 — Mortgage — Assignment — 
Registraiion — Material  Men — Necessaries — Priority  of  Mortgagee, 

The  Jaiisdictioii  oonfemd  on  the  High  Court  of  Admtnlfy  by  sect,  5  of 
ihe  Admiralty  Court  Act,  1861  (24  Vict.  c.  10),  "over  any  claim  for  neces- 
saries supplied  to  any  Ship  elsewhere  than  in  the  port  to  which  the  Ship 
belongs,"  does  not  create  a  Maritime  lien,  or  render  the  Ship  chargeable  for 
ceosssaries. 

A  British  Colonial  Vessel  was  mortgaged  by  her  Owners  to  B.  The 
mortgage  was  duly  registered  under  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act^  1854.  In 
February,  1868,  whilst  lying  in  the  Port  of  London^  the  Appellants,  on  the 
•order  of  the  Master,  did  work  and  furnished  supplies  to  the  Ship  necessary 
to  pat  her  in  a  seaworthy  condition.  In  July,  1868,  B,  executed  an  instru- 
ment transferring  the  mortgage  to  the  Respondent,  This  transfer  was  with- 
out yaluable  consideration,  and  was  not  registered,  being  made  to  enable 
the  Respondent  to  take  charge  of  the  Ship  for  jS.,  the  Mortgagee.  In  the  same 
month  the  Respondent  took  poescssion  of  the  Ship,  The  Appellants  having 
kistitnted  a  suit  against  the  Ship  to  recover  the  amount  due  to  them  for  the 
work  and  supplies,  the  Respondent  intervened.  At  the  time  of  the  institu- 
tion of  the  suit,  the  Ship  was  under  the  arrest  of  the  Court,  at  the  instance 
of  two  of  her  crew,  who  had  instituted  a  cause  of  wages.  The  Owners  of  the 
Ship  were  domiciled  in  Nova  Scotia,  The  Ship  having  been  sold,  the  pro- 
ceeds were  found  insufiScient  to  satisfy  the  claim  of  the  Appellants  (the 
material  men)  and  the  Mortgage  debt : — Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  below),  that  the  Respondent,  the  Assignee  of  the  Mortgagee,  was 
entitled  to  have  his  mortgage  debt  satisfied  before  the  Appellants  were  paid 
the  amount  of  their  claim. 

IHIS  suit  was  instituted  for  the  purpose  of  recovering  a  sum  of 
money  in  respect  of  repairs  done  and  necessaries  supplied  by  the 
Appellants  to  the  Two  Ellens. , 

*  Present  :—SiSL  Jamss  William  Colvilb,  Sib  Joseph  NAriEB,  Babt.,  The 
^BD  JusncB  Mellish,  and  Sib  Moktaous  Edwabd  Smith. 
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J.  C.  The  Bespondenty  who  was  the  Defendant  in  the  Court  below, 

1872       was  the  Transferee  of  a  mortgage  on  the  Tudo  Miens. 

Johnson         After  the  pleadings  had  been  concluded  an  attempt  was  made 

Black       ^^  ^^^  parties  to  agree  upon  a  special  case  for  the  opinion  of  the 

•;-;;—       Oourt,    A  case  was  accordingly  drawn  np,  but  the  parties  not 

Ellens."     being  abl«  to  finally  agree  upon  such  'case,  it  was  arra&ged  that 

the  statements  in  the  case  should  be  taken  as  admissions,  and  that 

eyidence  should  be  taken  on  the  points  in  dispute  (1). 

The  material  facts  were  as  follows : — 

The  Tvfo  Mlena  was  a  British  Gdonial  Ship  belongiag  to  the 
Port  of  Diffhy,  in  Nova  Seoiia,  of  which  Vessel  no  Owner  or  part 
Owner  was  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  suit  domiciled  in 
Enffland  or  Wales. 

On  the  9th  of  Sbrch,  1867,  the  registered  0¥mers  of  the  Two 
EUene  mortgaged  her  to  Troop,  a  member  of  the  Firm  of  Block, 
Brothers,  &  Co.,  of  Halifax,  for  scouring  the  repayment  of  an  ad- 
Tance  of  $5,000  and  interest  made  by  that  Firm  to  such  Owners. 
The  mortgage  was  duly  registered  under  the  Merchant  Shipping 
Act,  1854. 

About  the  month  of  February;  1868,  the  AppelkmtB,  on  the 
order  of  her  Master,  who  was  also  part  Owner  of  the  Ship,  did 
certain  work  and  furnished  supplies  to  the  Two  EUens  whilst  lying 
in  the  Port  of  London.  Evidence  was  given  that  this  work  and 
supplies  were  necessary  to  enable  the  Ship  to  go  to  Sea. 

By  an  instrument  of  transfer,  dated  the  16th  of  July,  1368,  in 
the  form  prescribed  by  the  Merehani  Shipping  Act^  the  Mortgagees, 
Black,  BrolJiers,  &  Co.,  transferred  the  mortgage  to  the  Beepondent 
This  transfer  was  not  registered.  In  the  same  month  the  Bespon- 
dent  took  possession  of  the  Tv)o  Ellens  on  behalf  of  the  Mortgagees. 

On  the  12th  of  February,  1869,  the  present  suit  was  instituted, 
under  the  provisions  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act,  1861,  by  the 
Appellants  against  the  Ship,  her  tackle,  &c.,  the  Respondent  inter- 
vening. The  Ship  was  under  the  arrest  of  the  Court  at  the  time 
when  the  suit  was  instituted  at  the  instance  of  two  of  her  crew, 
who  had  instituted  a  cause  of  wages,  and  had  caused  the  Ship  to 
be  arrested. 

(1)  The  case  so  prepared  is  set  out  in  fall  in  the  report  of  this  case  in  the 
Court  below :  Law  Bep.  8  A.  <fe  E.  345. 
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The  mortgage  debt  and  the  interest  thereon  still  remained 
owing  to  BliUfk,  Brothers,  dt  Co,,  npon  whose  behalf  baU  was 
given  by  the  Respondent.  The  Ship  was  subsequently  put  up  for 
sale  by  the  Mortgagees,  but  was  bought  in. 

Neither  Blacky  Brothers,  iSk  Co,,  nor  the  Bespondent,  authorized 
the  Master  of  the  Ship  to  order  the  repairs  and  necessaries  done 
and  supplied  by  the  Appellants,  or  in  any  way  became  liable  to  the 
Appellants  in  respect  thereof. 

The  Ship  not  being  of  sufficient  value  to  meet  the  amount  due 
on  the  mortgage  and  the  claim  for  necessaries,  the  question  whicli 
arose  was,  whether  the  claim  of  the  Appellants  or  the  claim 
of  the  Bespondenti  as  Assignee  of  the  Mortgagees,  was  to  have 
priority. 

The  Judge  of  the  Court  below  (The  Bight  Hon.  Sir  BdbeH 
PhSlimore}  decided  in  favour  of  the  priority  of  the  Bespondent  as 
Tnistee  for  Blaeh,  Brothers,  dt  Co.,  the  Mortgagees,  and  made  a 
decree  accordingly  (1). 

The  appeal  was  from  this  decree. 


J.O. 

1872 


JOHNSOK 

Black. 

The  **Two 
Ellimb/* 


The  MmirdUij  Advocate  (Dr.  Deome,  Q.G.),  and  Mr.  A.  Colien,  for 
the  Appellants: — 

The  suit  out  of  which  this  appeal  arises  was  instituted  by  the 
Appellants  against  the  Two  Ellens,  for  equipping,  repairing,  and  sup- 
plying necessaries  to  that  Vessel :  and  the  question  for  the  decision  of 
this  Tribunal  is,  whether  the  Appellants  are  entitled  to  receive  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  Vessel  their  charges  for  necessaries 
supplied  to  the  Ship,  before  the  claim  of  the  Bespondent,  the  Trans- 
feree of  the  Mortgagees,  is  satisfied.  The  Bespondent,  we  maintain, 
had  no  locus  standi;  he  had  no  legal  title  to  the  Ship,  because  the 
transfer  of  the  mortgage  to  him  was  not  registered.  The  Admiraliy 
Cou/rt  Act,  1861,  24  Vict.  c.  10,  s.  5,  confers  a  right  to  sue  the 
Ship  for  necessaries  supplied,  unless  the  Owner  is  domiciled  in 
England  or  Wales  ;  and  sect.  35  expressly  enacts,  that  the  juris- 
diction conferred  by  the  Act  may  be  exercised  either  by  proceed- 
ings in  rem  or  in  personam:  The  Pacific  (2).  A  statutory  right 
to  proceed  in  rem  implies  a  maritime  lien,  for  a  maritime  lien  is 


(I)  Uw  Bep.  3  A.  &  £.  345. 


(2)  Br.  &  L.  243. 
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the  very  foundation  of  proceedings  in  rem:  The  Bold  Bucdetich{l); 
The  General  Smith  (2) ;  The  Brig  Nestor  (3).  According  to  gene- 
ral  Maritime  law  a  maritime  claim  has  precedence,  and  is  entitled 
to  priority  over  eveiy  other  Claimant.  Material  men  had,  before 
the  Statutes,  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  65,  and  24  Vict-,  c.  10,  no  maritime  lien : 
The  Neptune  (4) ;  Ahlott  on  Shipping,  ch.  3,  pt.  3,  p.  116  [11th  Ed. 
by  Shee\  There  is  no  question  but  that  since  these  Statutes  a  lien 
for  necessaries  lies  on  the  Ship  :  The  West  FrietJand  (5)  ;  The  Etta 
A.  Clark  (6) ;  The  Paeifie  (7);  The  Alexander  Laraen  (8);  Tlie 
Si.  Jago  de  Cuba  (9).  The  Admiralty  Court  now  has  jurisdictioD, 
though  it  was  formerly  denied  by  the  Common  Law  Courts :  Hoare 
v.  Clement  (10)*  The  Respondent,  or  those  he  claims  under,  are 
estopped  from  denying  that  he  or  they  authorized  the  Master  to 
give  the  Appellants  the  orders  in  respect  of  which  this  claim  arises, 
they  haying  received  the  benefit  of  the  work,  supplies,  and  neces- 
saries to  the  Ship  in  respect  of  which  the  Appellants'  claim 
accrued. 


Mr.  Butt,  Q.O.,  and  Mr,  E.  C.  Clarkson,  for  the  Eespondent  :— 

The  Bespondent  had  sufficient  locus  standi  to  entitle  him  to 
defend  the  suit;  he  was  the  Traosferee  of  a  registered  mortgage 
from  the  Owners  of  the  Vessel.  An  unregistered  transfer  is  valid 
as  between  Transferor  and  Transferee :  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act, 
1854  (17  &  18  Viot.  c  104,  sects.  55, 57) ;  WiUiams  y.  AOaap  (U) ; 
The  Spirit  cfihe  Ocean  (12).  The  Appellants  could  have  no  right 
to  proceed  against  the  Ship,  unless  under  the  4th  and  5th  sections 
of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act,  1861.  Those  sections  are  in  pari 
materia  with  the  24  Viet.  c.  10,  s.  5,  and  must  be  read  in  connection 
with  the  11th  section  of  the  former  Act.  Under  the  4th  section  the 
Court  has  jurisdiction  over  a  claim  for  building,  equipping;  or  re- 
pairing, only  in  cases  where  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the 
cause  the  Ship  is  under  arrest    By  the  11th  section  of  the  24  Vict. 


(1)  7  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  267. 

(2)  4  Whe^ton'a  Amr.  Eep.  433. 

(3)  1  Sumner,  Amr.  Rep.  73. 

(4)  3  Hagg.  Ad.  Rep.  12fl ;  S.  C.  on 
appeal,  3  Knapp,  P.  C.  Oases,  94. 

(5)  Swa.  454. 


(12)  Br.  &  L.  336. 


(6)  Br.  &  L.  32. 

(7)  Ibid.  243. 

(8)  1  W.  Rob.  288. 

(9)  9  Wbeaton's  Amr.  Rep.  416. 

(10)  2  Sbow.  338. 

(11)  lOC.B.  (N.S.)417. 
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c  10,  s.  5,  the  Court  has  jurisdiction  over  any  claim  in  respect  of  any        J.  C. 
mortgage  duly  registered  under  the  Merchatd  Shipping!  Act,  1854.        1872 
The  Claimant  under  the  4th  section  has  no  right,  therefore,  to  insti-     Johksost 
tntea  suit  until  the  Ship  has  been  arrested  at  the  instance  of  some      bl^ck, 
other  Suitor.   A  registered  Mortgagee,  under  the  11th  section,  may       —7^ 
arrest  the  Ship.    The  Act  gives  such  Mortgagee  a  maritime  lien,     Ellens." 
and  there  is  nothing  in  the  Act  which  proyides,  or  from  which        ""^ 
it  can  be  inferred,  that  the  relative  positions  of  a  Claimant  in 
respect  of  repairs  or  necessaries  done  or  supplied  to  a  British 
or  a  British  Colonial  Ship,  and  a  Mortgagee  thereof  were  in- 
tended to  be  altered  or  affected,  especially  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  Mortgagee.    Admitting  that  the  Appellants  had  a  maritime 
lien,  yet  it  would  not  take  precedence  of  the  Bespondent's  mort- 
gage.    Necessaries  differ  from  Salvage:    Statute,  3  &  4  Vict, 
c.  ()5,  s.  6.     Neither  the  4th  nor  5th  section  gives  to  the  Ap- 
pellant in  respect  of  repairs  a  maritime  lien.     The  necessaries 
were  supplied  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the  Bespon- 
<ient  or  the  Mortgagees,  who  are  not  bound  by  the  act  of  the 
Vaster.    It  is  inconsistent  with  a  maritime  lien  to  make,  as  the 
Sth  section  of  the  Act  of  1861  does,  the  right  of  suit  to  depend 
Qpon  the  do0uci)e  of  the  Owners  at  the  time  of  the  institu- 
tion of  the  Bokt,     The  observations  of  Dr.  Lwihington  in  The 
Pacific  (1)  are  conclusive  against  any  maritime  lien  being  con- 
ferred by  that  section.    He  held  that  all  it  gave  to  parties  in  the 
position  of  the  Appellants  was  the  right  under  conditions  to  sue 
tbShip. 

Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  pronounced  by 

The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — 

This  is  a  suit  by  parties  who  performed  necessary  repairs  to  a 
Ship  to  obtain  payment  by  the  sale  of  the  Ship,  under  the  5th 
flection  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Ad,  1861.  The  question  to  be 
determined  is,  whether  their  right  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  Ship  takes  precedence  of  a  previous  mortgage  on  the  Ship. 
The  mortgage  had  been  assigned  to  the  Defendant  in  the  suit, 
bnt  it  is  admitted  that  that  makes  no  difference  in  the  rights 
of  the  parties. 

(1)  Br,  &  L.  243—246, 
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J.  o.  There  have  been  several  cases  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  on 

1872       this  point,  and  the  decisions  are  to  a  certain  extent  conflksting. 

Johnson     ^^'  Luahinffton  appears  in  the  first  instance  to  have  determined 

Black.      ^^^  qnestion  in  accordance  with  the  decisions  which  had  been 

-— ,^     come  to  under  the  previous  Act  respecting  necessaries  supplied  to 

Ellbms."     Foreign  Ships,  viz.,  that  a  Maritime  lien  was  created  from  the  time 

that  the  supplies  were  Aimished,  and  that,  therefore,  having  such 

Maritime  lien,  the  party  who  supplied  the  necessaries  took  pre* 

cedence  of  a  Mortgagee.     But  in  the  case  of  The  Pacific  (1), 

after  giving  full  attention  to  the  case,  and  ie-K;onsidering  his 

former  decision,  Dr.  LuMngton  came  to  a  contrary  opinion,  and 

determined  that  no  lien  was  created  until  the  suit  was  commenced, 

and  that  accordingly  the  Mortgagee  took  precedence.  Dr.  Lushing- 

tan  again  affirmed,  in  the  case  of  The  TrotAadour  (2),  the  decision 

he  had  arrived  at  in  The  P<wifiiO. 

In  the  present  case  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
thought  he  was  bound  by  the  previous  decisions  of  Dr.  Luahinffbm; 
but  in  his  judgment  he  acknowledged  that,  if  the  matter  had  been 
re$  nova,  and  he  had  not  been  bound  by  the  previous  decisions,  he 
Aould  himself  have  come  to  a  contrary  conclusion.  Therefore, 
the  question  has  to  be  determined  by  their  Lordships,  and  it  may 
be  said,  perhaps,  that  as  far  as  authority  is  concerned,  the  authori- 
ties are  very  equally  balanced. 

It  is  clear  that,  previous  to  the  passing  of  the  3  &  4  Vict. 
c.  65,  the  Court  of  Admiralty  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the  case 
of  necessaries  supplied  to  a  Ship,  and  that  the  supply  of  such 
necessaries  did  not  give  any  Maritime  lien  upon  a  Ship.  It  is 
perfectly  true,  that  for  many  years  prior  to  the  time  of  Chaties  11. 
the  Court  of  Admiralty  had  claimed,  and  to  a  considerable  extent 
exercised,  such  a  jurisdiction ;  but  the  Courts  of  Common  Law  in 
the  time  of  Charles  II.,  and  subsequently,  had  prohibited  them 
from  exercising  that  jurisdiction  on  the  ground  that  they  never 
possessed  it  Subsequently,  in  the  case  of  The  N^iune  (3),  it 
was  decided  by  this  Tribunal  that  there  was  no  such  jurisdiction. 
Therefore,  notwithstanding  this  jurisdiction  was  practically  exer- 
cised for  years,  it  must  be  taken  now  to  be  conclusively  the  law 

(1)  Br.  ft  L.  243.  (2)  Law  Rep.  1  A.  &  E.  302. 

(3)  1  Knapp's  P.O.  Cases,  94. 
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that  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  by  the  law  of  JEnffland,  never  had       J.  0. 
jiuisdictioxi  in  a  sait  for  necesflaries  supplied  to  a  Ship,  and  that       1872 

necessaries  so  supplied  did  not  give  a  Maritime  lien  upon  a  j^^k 

Shipt  „  v- 

Tiie  first  Act  which  altered  this  state  of  the  law  was  the  3  <&  4       

7he  **  Two 

Yict.  c  65.    The  6th  section  of  that  Act  is  in  these  terms :—  ELuors.** 

"  Be  it  enactedi  that  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  shall  haye 
jarisdiction  to  decide  all  claims  and  demands  whatsoever,  in  the 
natare  of  salvage  for  services  renderod  to  or  damage  received  by 
any  Ship  or  eeargoing  Yessel,  or  in  the  nature  of  towage,  or  for 
necessaries  supplied  to  any  Foreign  Ship  or  seagoing  Vessel,  and 
to  enforce  payment  thereof,  whether  such  Ship  or  Vessel  may  have 
been  within  the  body  of  a  County  or  upon  the  high  Seas  at  the 
time  when  the  services  were  lendered,  or  damage  received,  or 
necessaries  furnished  in  respect  of  which  such  claim  is  made." 

In  the  construction  of  this  section  it  has  been  held  in  several 
cases  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  that  there  is  a  Maritime  lien  in 
the  case  of  suppUes  and  necessaries  furnished  to  a  Foreign  Ship ; 
and  their  Lordships  do  not  mean  to  intimate  any  doubts  as  to  the 
Talidity  of  those  decisions;  but  they  are  of  opinion,  that  those 
decisions  may  be  supported  upon  the  ground  that,  though  it  is 
perfectly  true  that  the  only  words  used  in  the  section  are  **  that 
the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  shall  have  jurisdiction"  —  which 
words  seem  hardly  sufficient  in  themselves  to  create  a  Maritime 
lisur—yet,  looking  at  the  subject-matter  to  which  that  section 
idates,  it  appears  designed  to  enlarge  the  jurisdiction  which  .the 
(Wt  of  Admiralty  ahready  had  in  matters  forming  the  subject  of 
a  Maritime  lien.  These  are  strong  grounds  for  holding  that,  as 
respects  salvage  and  as  respects  collision,  which  already  gave  a 
Maritime  lien  when  they  occurred  on  the  high  Seas,  it  was  intended 
that  they  should  abo,  when  they  occurred  in  the  body  of  a  County, 
equally  give  a  Maritime  lien ;  and  that  being  so  as  to  Salvage  and 
collision, it  might  be  well  said  that,  ^'necessaries"  immediately 
following,  it  was  intended  that  the  same  rule  should  apply  in  the 
case  of  necessaries. 

That  being  so,  the  case  then  comes  to  the  decision  of  the  Statute 
m  question ;  and  it  may  be  observed,  that  the  mortgage  of  Ships  is 
&  security  which  is  well  known,  and  which  has  existed  in  this 
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J,  c.       Country  for  many  years.    It  is  quite  clear  that,  according  to  the 

1S72        decisions  of  the  Courts  of  Common  Law,  and  according  to  the 

JomraoN     express  provisions  of  the  Merokant  Shijopingi  Ad,  which  say  that 

^«         a  Mortgagee  is  not  to  be  deemed  an  Owner  except  for  the  purpose 

of  enforcing  his  secnrity,  a  Mortgagee  was  neyer  liable  at  Common 

ELLKK8."     Law  for  supplies  furnished  to  the  Mortgagor,  while  the  Mortgagor 
continued  in  possession  of  the  Ship. 

Then  the  question  is,  did  the  Legislature  intend  to  alter  that 
rule,  and  to  say  that,  in  certain  cases  specified  in  the  6th  section, 
instead  of  the  Mortgagee  having  precedence  over  the  Material 
man  who  had  furnished  supplies  to  the  Ship  on  the  credit  of  the 
Mortgagor  remaining  in  possession,  that  rule  should  be  altered, 
and  that  the  Material  man  should  take  precedence? 

Now,  if  the  rights  of  different  classes  were  to  be  altered,  one  cer- 
tainly would  expect  that  such  an  alteration  should  be  expressed 
in  tolerably  clear  terms.  The  4th  section,  which  begins  this  sub- 
ject, says  this : — 

"  The  High  Court  of  Admiralty  shall  have  jurisdiction  over  any 
claim  for  building,  equipping,  or  repairing  of  any  Ship,  if  at  the 
time  of  the  institution  of  the  cau^e  the  Ship  or  the  proceeds 
thereof  are  under  the  arrest  of  the  Court." 

It  is  admitted  by  Dr.  Deane,  and  their  Lordships  think  it  is 
quite  clear,  that  that  4th  section  does  not  give  any  Maritime 
lien,  because  it  only  gives  jurisdiction  in  respect  of  "  any  claim 
for  building,  equipping,  or  repairing  of  any  Ship,  if  at  the  time  of 
the  institution  of  the  cause  the  Ship  is  under  arrest  of  the  Court, 
or  the  proceeds  thereof."  Now,  it  certainly  would  be  absurd  to 
say  that  the  question,  whether  the  Mortgagee  is  or  is  not  to  take 
precedence  over  a  person  who  had  either  built  or  repaired  or 
equipped  a  Ship,  should  depend  upon  the  accidental  circumstance, 
whether  some  third  person  had  happened  to  commence  a  suit  in 
the  Court  of  Admiralty  and  arrest  the  Ship.  That  would  certainly 
be  a  most  irrational  construction,  and,  therefore,  it  seems  clear  that 
that  section  at  any  rate  does  not  give  any  Maritime  lien»  but 
merely  entitles  the  person  who  has  done  the  repairs  or  built  the 
Ship  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds,  in  preference  at  any  rate  to 
the  Owner,  to  whom  the  proceeds  would  otherwise  be  given  up. 
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The  5th  sectioii,  which  immediately  folio ws,  is: — "  The  High  J.  0. 

Conrt  of  Admiralty  shall  have  jurisdiction  over  any  claim  for  neoes-       1372 

saries  supplied  to  any  Ship  elsewhere  tihan  in  the  port  to  which  the  j<J^^]r 

Ship  belongs,  unless  it  is  shewn  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  ^  ^* 

that  at  the  time  of  the  institution  of  the  cause  any  Ovner  or  part       

The  "T^w> 
Owner  of  the  ship  is  domiciled  in  England  or  Wcdes^  Eluutb." 

The  question  is,  does  that  give  a  maritime  lien  ?  Dr.  Ltuhinff' 
ion,  mike  case  of  ThePac^  (1)  and  in  the  case  of  The  Trcvhor 
dour  (2),  has  decided  that  it  does  not^  for  a  reason  which  i^pears 
to  their  Lordships  by  itself  to  be  amply  sufiBoient,  namely,  that  the 
jorisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  is  not  made  by  this  section 
to  depend  upon  what  is  the  state  of  things  at  the  time  when  the 
supply  is  furnished,  but  is  made  to  depend  upon  what  is  the  state 
of  things  at  the  time  when  the  suit  is  instituted ;  namely,  whether 
tbexe  is  at  that  lime  an  Owner  of  the  Ship  domiciled  in  England* 
It  is  conteoided  on  ihe  part  of  the  Appellants  that  the  Maritime 
lien  attaches  directly  the  supplies  are  furnished.  But  suppose 
that  there  is  an  Owner  at  the  time  domiciled  in  England,  then  it 
is  clear  that  the  Court  of  Admiralty  has  no  jurisdiction  ;  and  how 
can  the  Maritime  lien  attach  if  things  had  not  happened  which 
gave  the  Court  of  Admiralty  any  jurisdiction  over  the  matter  at 
all?  How  can  it  be  said  that  there  is  something  inherent  in  the 
Ship  which  constitutes  a  charge  on  the  Ship  when  there  is  actually 
no  mode  of  enforcing  it  at  all,  and  the  Ship  is  perfectly  free  from 
it?    Tbereforoi  in  tJtiat  case  it  does  not  attach. 

Sni^>06e  the  Owner  leaves  England,  and  becomes  domiciled 
elsewhere^  does  it  then  attach?  And  suppose  he  comes  back 
again,  does  it  cease  to  attach  ?  It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that 
it  is  altogether  inconsistent  that  a  Maritime  lien  should  exist  on 
Monday,  and  should  not  exist  on  Tuesday,  and  should  then  re- 
Yi?e  on  Wednesday.  A  Maritime  lien  must  be  something  which 
adheres  to  the  Ship  from  the  time  that  the  facts  happened  which 
gave  the  Maritime  lien,  and  then  continues  binding  on  the  Ship 
iintil  it  is  discharged,  either  by  being  satisfied  or  from  the  laches 
of  the  Owner,  or  in  any  other  way  by  which,  by  law,  it  may  be 
disdiarged.  It  commences  and  there  it  continues  binding  on  the 
Ship  until  it  comes  to  an  end«  It  would  involve  this  absurdity, 
(1)  Br.  &  L.  243.  (2)  Law  R<t-  1  A.  A  E.  302. 
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J.  G.  that  the  rights  of  all  other  parties  would  be  fihifted  according  as 

1872  this  Maritime  lien  existed  or  not,  as  in  the  instance  which  has  been 

JoHNBOK  P^^  during  the  argument,  if  goods  were  sold  to  a  Shipowner  who 

Black.  ^^^^  ^^  Englishman,  and  domiciled  and  resident  in  Mi^fflani,  then 

^—        of  course  the  man  who  so  repaired  or  furnished  supplies  for  the 
The  "  Two 

Ellens."  Ship  has  no  remedy  at  all  by  law  except  a  personal  action  against 
the  Owner.  Suppose  that  man  becomes  Bankrupt,  then  he  has  no 
remedy  except  to  prove  against  his  estata  The  Trustee  sells  his 
Ship,  as  he  must  do  under  the  bankruptcy.  If  he  sells  it  to  a 
man  who  is  also  an  Englishman  living  in  Engiandy  then  no  right 
accrues,  and  he  is  left  solely  to  his  remedy  against  the  Bankrupt. 
But,  if  at  any  time,  within  six  years  I  presume,  when  it  may  be 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  LimitcUiana,  and  I  do  not  know  whether 
that  would  make  any  difference,  yet  if  at  any  future  time  that 
Ship  becomes  the  property  of  a  man  who  happens  to  be  domiciled 
in  the  Colonies,  then  it  is  said  the  right  is  to  attach  to  it,  and  it 
may  be  seized  against  anybody,  and  all  the  interests  of  the  real 
Owners  of  the  Ship  at  that  time  may  be  sacrificed  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  the  man  who  had  simply  furnished  supplies  on  the 
credit  of  an  Owner  who  became  Bankrupt 

Therefore,  their  Lordships  think  it  is  quite  sufficient  to  say  that, 
according  to  the  true  construction  of  this  section,  the  re8,  the  Ship, 
does  not  become  chargeable  with  the  debt  for  necessaries  until  the 
suit  is  actually  instituted,  and  that  all  valid  charges  on  the  Ship 
to  which  any  person  other  than  the  Owner  of  the  Ship  who  is 
liable  for  the  necessaries  is  entitled  must  take  precedence. 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  will  humbly  recommend  Her  Majesty 
that  this  appeal  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Westall  &  Bdberts, 
Proctors  for  the  Eespondent :  Dyke  <&  Stokes. 


f 
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DAVID  DUNCAN  and  others Appellants;        j.c* 

AND  1872 


DANIEL  AUGUSTUS  KOSTEK Eespondent.     /l^  |  |; 


THE  "  TEUTONIA." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 

Freight — Nondelivery  of  Car go~^ Imminence  of  War — Deviation — Beaaonahle 
delay — Charterpariyy  construction  of. 

The  Master  of  a  Prnasian  Vessel,  a  subject  of  the  King  of  PrtiMia,  having 
on  board  a  cargo  of  nitrate  of  soda  (contraband  of  War)  under  a  Charterparty 
and  Bill  of  lading  from  PimgiMy  bound  to  Cork,  Cowee,  or  Falmouthy  for 
orders  to  proceed  to  any  safe  port  in  Chreat  Britain  or  on  the  Continent 
between  Havre  and  Edmhurghy  both  included,  and  there  deliver  the  cargo, 
"  the  act  of  Gk>d^  the  Queen's  enemies,  6re,  and  all  and  every  other  risk,  dangers, 
and  accidents  of  the  seas,  rivers,  and  navigation  of  whatever  nature  and  kind 
soever  excepted  *';  arrived  at  Falmouth  on  the  10th  of  July,  1870,  and  re- 
ceived orders  on  the  11th  of  that  month  to  proceed  to  the  French  port  Dunkirky 
and  there  deliver  her  cai^o.  On  the  Ship's  arrival  o£f  Dunkirk  on  the  16th, 
the  Master  was  informed  by  a  French  Pilot  that  War  had  broken  out  between 
France  and  Prussiay  whereupon  the  Master  put  back  to  the  Douma  to  make 
inquiries,  and  anchored  there  on  the  17th,  which  was  Sunday.  On  the  18th, 
having  telegraphed  to  the  Owner  of  the  Vessel  for  instructions,  he  was 
ordered  not  to  go  to  Dunkirky  and  on  the  19th  he  put  into  Dovety  where  he 
was  informed,  as  the  fact  was,  that  War,  which  had  been  imminent  from  the 
10th,  had  been  declared  between  France  and  the  North  German  Confedera- 
tiony  formal  declaration  thereof  having  been  given  as  upon  the  19th  of  July : — 

Held  (affirming  the  decision  of  the  Admiralty  Court),  that  the  Master  was 
justified  in  putting  back  to  the  Downs  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  War  had  been  declared,  and  was  guilty  of  no  improper  deviation  or 
delay  in  not  returning  to  Dunkirk  before  the  19th  of  July,  when  War  was 
actually  declared : 

Eddy  further,  that  the  Master  committed  no  breach  of  contract  in  re- 
fusing to  deliver  the  Cargo  at  Dunkirk,  and  as  the  Charterparty  provided 
what  freight  was  to  be  paid  if  the  Cargo  was  delivered,  the  delivery  at  Dover 


•  Pre$ent: — Sib  James  William  Colvile,  The  Lord  Justice  Msllish,  Sib 
MoNTAQTJE  Edward  Smith,  and  Sib  Robert  Pobbett  Collier. 
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J,  c.  ^"^^  within  the  terms  o£  tho  Charterparty,  and  the  Master  was  entitled  ta 

lfi72  freight  for  the  CSargo  from  the  Owners  hefore  delivery  thereof. 

Semhle : — Where  a  Master  reoeiyes  credible  information  that  if  he  continues 


Ths  in  the  direct  course  of  his  voyage  his  Ship  will  be  exposed  to  some  imminent 

*  ^■^^^^^ '  peril,  as  from  Pirates,  or  Icebergs,  or  other  dangers  of  navigation,  he  b 

justified  in  pausiog  and  deviating  from  the  direct  course,  and  taking  any  step 
that  a  prudent  man  would  take  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  danger. 

X  HIS  cause  was  instituted  under  the  6th  section  of  the  Admi- 
rally  Court  Ad^  1861,  by  the  Assignees  of  a  Bill  of  lading  of  the 
Cargo  of  the  Teuionia,  against  that  Ship  and  freight,  and  her 
Owners,  who  intervened,  to  recover  damages  for  a  breach  of  cod- 
tract  in  not  delivering  her  Cargo  at  Dtmkirk,  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  Charterparty,  and  for  not  delivering  the  Cargo  to  the  Con- 
signees at  Dover,  the  Master  refusing  to  deliver  the  Cargo  except 
on  payment  of  freight 

The  Teutonia  was  a  German  Vessel,  the  Owners,  as  well  as 
the  Bespondent  and  the  Master  of  the  TetUonia,  were  German 
subjects  of  the  then  King  of  Prussia,  and  now  the  Emperor  of 
Germany, 

In  the  month  of  April,  1870,  whilst  the  Teutonia  was  lying  in 
the  port  of  Pisaguoy  Messrs.  Sawers,  Duncan,  c£  Cb.,  caused  to  be 
shipped  on  board  that  Ship  certain  goods,  consisting  of  2,742  bags 
of  nitrate  of  Soda,  to  be  carried  in  the  Ship  from  Pisagua  to  Cork, 
Cowes,  or  Falmouth,  -for  orders,  and  thence  to  a  port  as  ordered, 
upon  the  terms  of  the  following  Bill  of  lading : — 

"  Shipped  in  good  order  and  well-conditioned,  by  Sawers, 
Duncan  dk  Co.,  of  Valparaiso,  upon  the  Ship  Teutonia,  whereof 
Koster  is  Master  for  this  present  voyage,  and  now  lying  in  the  port 
of  Pisagua,  and  bound  for  Corh,  Cowes,  or  Falmouth,  for  orders, 
2,742  bags,  weighing  in  all  7,623  quintals  net  Spanish  weight, 
being  marked  and  numbered  as  per  margin,  to  be  delivered  in  the 
like  good  order  and  well-conditioned  at  port  of  discharge,  the  act 
of  God,  the  Queen's  enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other  dangers 
and  accidents  of  the  Seas,  rivers,  and  navigation,  of  whatever 
nature  and  kind  soever  excepted,  unto  Messrs.  Fox,  Duncan,  db  Co., 
or  assigns.  Freight  for  the  said  goods  to  be  paid  as  per  charter- 
party  with  primage  and  average  accustomed.  In  witness  whereof 
the  Master  or  purser  of  the  said  Ship  or  Vessel  hath  affirmed  to 
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three  Bills  of  lading,  all  of  this  tenor  and  date,  the  oue  of  which  j.  G. 

Bills  being  accomplished,  the  others  to  stand  void.    Dated  in  i872 

Pisagua,  this  5th  day  of  April^  1870/'  ^ 


The  Ship,  with  the  goods  on  board,  proceeded  to  Falmouih  for 
orders ;  and  the  Appellants  then  ordered  her  to  proceed  with  the 
Cargo  to  the  port  of  Dunkirk^  and  there  deliver  the  same.  She 
accordingly  proceeded  to  Dunkirk^  and  arrived  off  that  port  at 
about  midnight  of  the  16th  of  July,  1870,  when  the  Vessel  was 
boarded  by  a  French  Government  Pilot,  who  informed  the  Master 
that  War  had  been  declared  between  France  and  Oermany.  The 
Tetdonia  could  not  have  entered  the  port  of  Dunkirk  until  the 
afternoon  of  the  next  day,  there  not  being  enough  water  to  allow 
other  passing  the  bar. 

On  receiving  this  information  from  the  Pilot,  the  Master  of  the 
TeuUmia,  who  had  previously  heard  that  War  was  imminent 
between  Franee  and  Germany ^  thought  it  prudent  and  proper  to 
proceed  with  his  Ship  to  the  Downs,  in  order  to  make  inquiries ; 
and  anchored  off  there  on  Sunday  morning  the  17th  of  July,  1870. 
He  then  telegraphed  to  the  Owners  of  the  Ship,  and  having 
received  a  telegram  in  reply  on  the  19th  of  July,  took  his  Vessel 
into  Dover  Harbour,  which  was  the  nearest  and  safest  place  for  the 
Ship  to  put  into.  He  was  there  told  by  the  German  Consul, 
that  on  the  18th  of  July  War  had  been  declared  between  France 
and  Oermany. 

The  Appellants  did  not  order  the  Ship  to  proceed  to  any 
other  port  but  Dunkirk,  and  as  the  Appellants  never  tendered  to 
the  Master  of  the  Sbip  the  freight  mentioned  in  the  Bill  of  lading 
nor  any  proper  pro  raid  freight,  he  refused  to  deliver  to  them  the 
Cargo  at  Dover. 

The  cause  was  instituted  by  the  Appellants  against  the  Ship  to 
recover  damages  on  account  of  the  Ship  not  having  proceeded  with 
the  Cargo  to  Dunkirk,  and  not  having  delivered  the  same  to  the 
Appellants  without  payment  of  freight 

The  cause  was  heard,  and  on  the  28th  of  March,  1871,  the 
Jndge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  (The  Bight  Hon.  Sir  Bchert  PhiUi' 
^"Mire)  gave  judgment,  dismissing  the  Appellants'  suit  with  costs  (1). 

(1)  Law  Bep.  3  A.  &  £.  394. 
VouIV,  3  0 


*  Tettonta/ 
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J.  0.  Mr,  Butt,  Q.G,  and  Mr,  E.'C.  Olarkstm,  for  the  Appellants  :— 

!^  This  Buit  is  instituted  under  the  6th  section  of  the  AdmiraUy 

u^^^^  ,»  Court  Aetf  1861,  which  gives  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  juris- 
—  diction  over  claims  by  the  Owner,  Consignee,  or  Assignee  of  a 
Bill  of  lading  of  goods  carried  in  any  Ship  into  any  port  in  England 
or  Wales,  for  damage  done  to  such  goods  by  the  negligence,  or 
misconduct,  or  breach  of  duty  or  of  contract  of  the  Owner,  Master, 
or  crew  of  such  Ship,  unless  such  Owner  is  domiciled  in  England  or 
Wales.  Thus  allowing  an  action  against  the  Ship,  or  proceeding  in 
rem,  where  there  was  practically  no  Common  law  remedy  for 
damage  or  breach  of  contract  regarding  the  Cargo,  from  the 
causes  specified.  It  is  of  such  a  breach  of  contract  that  we  com- 
plain here,  and  took  proceedings  below,  Adnutting,  that  if  War 
had  actually  broken  out  between  France  and  Prussia  at  the  time 
the  Master  of  the  Teuionia  refused  to  proceed  to  Dur^irk,  his 
refusal  would  have  been  justified ;  we  say  that  at  the  time  the 
orders  were  given  to  the  Master  to  proceed  to  Dunkirk,  the 
parties  were  in  the  same  position  as  if  Dunkirk  had  been  the 
only  port  named  in  the  Charterparty  and  Bill  of  lading.  The 
Master's  sailing,  therefore,  to  the  Downs,  and  thence  to  Dover, 
was  a  breach  of  contract  not  warrantable  by  the  state  of  things 
at  the  time.  The  evidence  shews  that  War  was  not  formally 
declared  before  the  19th  of  July,  whereas,  the  Master  oould,  and 
was  bound  to,  have  entered  the  port  of  DutMrk  on  the  17ib, 
and  the  Cargo  might  have  been  delivered  on  the  18th.  The 
only  proper  evidence  of  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  hos- 
tilities between  two  Foreign  States  is  the  declaration  of  War 
transmitted  by  a  British  Ambassador  to  the  Secretary  of  State  in 
this  Country :  Thdluson  v.  Gosling  (1).  Diplomatic  correspon- 
dence is  not  sufficient,  Bex  v.  Franklin  (2),  much  less  mere 
rumour,  which  the  Master  acted  on :  Aitkinson  v.  BUehie  (3). 
There  was  no  declaration  of  War  until  the  19th  of  July,  when 
War  was  formally  declared  by  the  French  Government.  Such 
dedaration  was  the  only  evidence  of'^the  existence  of  War,  The 
Eliza  Ann  (4),  and  would  have  made  the  completion  of  the 

(1)  4  Esp.  266.  (3)  10  East,  530. 

(2)  17  How,  St.  Tr.  63a  .  (4)  1  Dod.  244, 


'Tbtttohia.' 
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contract  by  the  Master  illegal:  The  Nayade  (1).  But  the  Cargo,  J.O, 
instead  of  having  been  delivered  at  Dunkirk,  as  it  ought  to  have  1872 
been,  before  that  day,  was  by  the  breach  of  contract  by  the  Master  tbs 
carried  into  Dover,  and  the  Appellants  were  entitled  to  the  goods 
without  payment  of  freight :  AhboU  on  Shipping,  p.  453  [11th  Ed.] ; 
Parsons  on  Shipping,  voL  i.,  p.  829  ;  Esposito  v.  Botoden  (2) ;  Ttn- 
daU  V.  Taylor  (3);  Beid  v.  Hoskins  (4).  Where  the  original  contract 
is  ended,  the  acts  of  the  parties  must  raise  an  implied  contract 
before  freight  can  become  due :  Osgood  v.  Qroning  (5) ;  The  8o^ 
VmMtem{(S)\  and  there  is  no  authority  for  giving  a  pro  rata 
itineris  freight :  The  Newport  (7) ;  The  Fortuna  (8) ;  which  would 
be  an  exercise  of  an  equitable  jurisdiction  not  given  by  sect.  6 
of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act,  1861.  The  Court  of  Admiralty  can 
only  exercise  a  Common  law  jurisdiction.  The  Don  Francisco  (9), 
unless  an  equitable  jurisdiction  is  conferred  on  it,  which  is  not 
given  by  the  6th  section  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Act,  1861. 

Mr.  MUward,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  A.  Cohen,  for  the  Respondent : — 

The  judgment  of  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  is  the 
only  one  that  could  have  been  pronounced  in  the  circumstances 
of  tibe  case.  The  question  is  not  when  the  War  actually  broke 
out,  but  whether  at  the  time  when  the  Teutonia  was  off  Dunkirk, 
and  tbe  Master  was  informed  by  the  Pilot  that  War  was  likely  to  be 
declared,  though  it  had  not  been  actually  declared,  between  France 
and  Prussia,  it  was  so  imminent  as  to  justify  the  Master's  abstain- 
ing from  entering  the  port  at  DunJcirk.  A  state  of  War  may 
exist  independently  of,  and  prior  to,  a  declaration  of  War :  The 
Nayade  (1);  The  Arid  (10);  Phillimore's  Comm.  on  International 
Law,  vol.  iii.,  ch.  v.,  li.  Apprehension  of  danger,  if  founded  upon 
reasonable  information,  would  justify  the  deviation  or  delay  on  the 
part  of  the  Master :  Parsons,  Law  of  Shippmg,  vol.  ii.,  299-300-1 ; 
1  PhilUps  on  Insurance,  No.  1023 ;  Amould  on  Marine  Insurance, 
toL  i.,  470  [4th  Ed.] ;   Drisool  v.  Passnwre  (11) ;  Post  v.  Phcenix 

(1)  4  Rob.  261.  (6)  Law  Rep.  1  A.  &  E.  293. 

(2)  7  K  &  B.  Z63.  (7)  Swa.  335. 

(3)  4  K  &  B.  219.  (8).  1  Edw.  66. 

(4)  6  £.  &  B.  953.  (9)  Lusb.  468. 
(6)  2  Camp.  398.  (10)  11  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  119-129. 

(11)  1  B.  &  P.  200, 

3  0  2 
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J.  C.  In8ura7U!e  Co.(l).  Here  the  information  given  by  the  French 
1872  Pilot  at  Dunhirh  and  the  general  rumour  of  War  were  sufficieDt  to 
TBI  justify,  first  the  Vessel  going  to  the  Downs,  and  then  the  sailing 
"TECTOKiA."  jjj^  Dover  harbour.  The  evidence  tends  to  shew  that  if  a  state 
of  War  did  not  exist  on  the  IBth  of  June  War  was  imminent, 
and  it  certainly  did  exist  on  the  19th.  The  17th  of  June  was  a 
Sunday,  when  no  information  could  be  obtained.  A  reasonable 
delay  was,  therefore,  justifiable,  and  there  was  no  breach  of  the 
contract  before  the  actual  performance  of  it  became  illegal :  Tar- 
9Mis^  Law  of  Shipping,  vol.  ii.,  p.  832 ;  Pofe  v.  CeteovUek  (2) ; 
Avery  v.  Bawden  (3).  It  was  the  act  of  the  Appellants  in  naming 
Dunkirk  only  for  delivery  of  the  cargo  that  rendered  the  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  impossible.  The  performance  of  the  contract 
having  been  prevented  by  the  War  between  Fi^anee  and  Prussidy 
the  Master  was  entitled  to  refuse  to  deliver  up  the  goods  with- 
out payment  of  freight :  Macla4shlan  on  Shipping,  pp.  405*407;. 
Shield  V.  Wilhina  (4);  Tindall  v.  Taylor  (5).  If  the  order  to 
deliver  at  Dunhirh  became  in  the  state  of  circumstances  rescinded, 
there  was  substantially  no  order,  and  the  Master  was  entitled  to 
put  into  any  port  within  the  terms  of  the  charterparty :  Sieve-' 
hinff  V.  Ma<M  (6).  If  a  voyage  is  interrupted  there  may  be  a 
claim  pro  rata  for  freight :  Curling  v.  Long  (7) ;  Luke  v.  Lyde  (8) ; 
and  freight  is  due  even  when  the  Master  has  lost  some  of  the  goods 
by  his  own  negligence :  The  Norway  (9).  In  The  Hoop  (10) 
freight  and  expenses  were  decreed  to  the  Master,  although  the 
contract  was  illegal  and  dissolved.  The  same  principle  as  to 
freight  pro  raid  itineris  is  recognised  by  the  Scotch  Law :  Wilfon 
V.  Bennett  (11) ;  BelTs  Princ.  of  the  Law  of  Scotland,  §§  425-6. 

1872  Judgment  was  reserved  and  now  pronounced  by 

m2i.      rpHjj  Lord  Justice  Mbllish: — 

This  is  an  appeal  in  a  cause  instituted  under  the  6th  section  of. 

(1)  10  Johnson's  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct         (6)  6  E.  &  B.  670. 
Rep.  78.  (7)  1  B.  &  P.  634. 

(2)  9  C.  B.  (N.S.)  430.  (8)  2  Burr.  882. 

(3)  5  B.  &  B.  714.  (9)  Br.  &  L.  377. 

(4)  5  Ex.  304.  (10)  1  Bob.  196. 

(5)  4  E.  &  B.  219.  (11)  10March,1809,l5Fac.Deci«.25K 
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the  AdmiraUt/  Court  Ad,  1861,  on  behalf  of  Messrs.  DuticcMf  Fox,  j.  a 
^  Co.,  the  Consignees  of  a  Bill  of  lading  of  the  Cargo  laden  on  i872 
board  the  Ship  Teutonicty  against  that  Ship  and  her  freight,  and  "i^ 
against  the  Owner  of  the  Vessel.  "  Tbutomta." 

The  Teutonta  was  a  Prnssian  Brig,  subject  to  the  laws  of  Prussia, 
^and  her  Master  and  crew  were  subjects  of  the  King  of  Prussia. 
The  Bill  of  lading,  dated  the  5th  of  April,  1870,  was  as  follows : 
[His  Lordship  read  the  document,  ante,  p.  172.] 

And  by  the  charterparty  referred  to  in  the  Bill  of  lading  it  was 
agreed  that,  ''  after  receiving  on  board  the  said  Cargo,  the  said 
Vessel  shall  proceed  either  to  Cork,  Cowes,  or  FaimotUh,  at  the 
option  of  the  Master,  where  he  shall  receive  orders  from  Char^ 
terers'  Agents  within  three  days  after  his  arrival  to  proceed  to 
any  one  safe  port  in  Crreat  Britadn  or  on  the  Continent  between 
-Eavre  and  Hamburgh,  both  included,  and  there,  according  to  Bills 
of  lading  and  Charterparty,  deliver  the  Cargo.  Freight  to  be 
paid  in  manner  herein  mentioned  on  a  true  and  right  delivery  of 
the  Cargo  in  the  port  of  discharge  at  and  after  the  rate  of  45a. 
British  sterling  per  ton." 

The  Yessel  arrived  at  Falmouth  on  the  10th  of  July ;  and  the 
Master,  whilst  there,  heard  rumours  that  War  was  probable  be- 
tween Francs  and  Prussia.    On  the  11th  of  July,  the  Master 
received  orders  from  the  Consignees  to  .discharge  the  cargo  at 
Jhknkirk ;  and  he  at  once  set  sail  for  Dunkirk,  and  arrived  at  a 
distance  of  about  fourteen  miles  off  tiiat  port,  at  12  o'clock  at 
night  of  the  16th,  which  was  a  Saturday ;  and  the  Master  says 
tliat,  after  laying-to  for  about  two  hours,  a  regular  Pilot,  in  official 
^iniform,  came  on  board ;  that  he  asked  the  Pilot  about  the  War ; 
that  the  Pilot  told  him  it  had  been  declared  two  days  ago ;  that  he 
asked  the  Pilot  where  he  could  bring^to  in  safety,  so  that  he  might 
ascertain  whether  War  was  actually  declared  or  not ;  that  the  Pilot 
offered  to  take  him  to  Flushing,  or  the  Dawns,  or  wherever  he 
liked.    The  Master  elected  to  go  to  the  Downs  ;  and  he  anchored 
there  on  Sunday  morning,  the  17th,  at  10  o'clock    He  says,  that 
on  that  day  he  could  obtain  no  advice  or  information ;  that  on  the 
Monday,  the  18th,  he  was  on  shore  at  Deal,  and  the  German  Con- 
^1  told  him  that  War  had  broken  out.     He  telegraphed  to  the 
'Owner,  who  was  his  Father,  and  received  an  answer,  forbidding 
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J.C.       him  to  go  to  Ihmkirk;  and  on  Tuesday  the  19th  he  took  the 

1872        Ship  into  Dover,  as  the  nearest  port    On  the  same  19th  of  Jaly 

Xhb        ^h^  French  declaration  of  War  was  delivered  to  the  Prussian  Goyern- 

*'Tedtwia."  ment  at  Berlin^  which  was  known  the  same  day  by  telegraph  in 

England.    On  the  23rd  of  July^  an  Agent  of  the  Plaintiffs  went 

to  Dover,  and  required  the  Master  to  proceed  to  Dunkirk,  which  he 

refused  to  do.    Afterwards,  on  the  Ist  of  August,  the  Plaintifis 

required  the  Master  to  deliver  them  the  Cargo  at  Dover,  which  he 

refused  to  do  unless  he  was  paid  his  freight. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  Plaintiflb  allege,  that  the  Master 
has  committed  two  breaches  of  contract  or  duty ;  first,  in  refusing 
to  proceed  to,  and  deliver  the  Cargo  at,  Dunkirk;  and,  secondly, 
they  complain  that,  when  the  performance  of  the  contract  became 
impossible,  and  the  contract  was,  as  they  allege,  dissolved  by  the 
War,  the  Master  was  not  justified  in  refusing  to  deliver  the  Cargo 
to  the  Plaintiffs  at  Dover  without  payment  of  freight. 

The  first  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  Master  was 
bound  to  have  entered  the  port  of  Dunkirk  on  the  17th  of  July ; 
and  on  that  question,  the  learned  Judge  in  the  Court  below  has 
found  that,  on  the  16th  of  July,  the  Teutonia  could  not  have 
entered  the  port  otDunJcirk  with  her  Cai^  without  being  exposed 
to  the  penalties  of  trading  with  the  enemy  of  her  Country ;  but 
that,  if  this  was  an  erroneous  application  of  the  law  to  the  facts 
at  that  date,  the  circumstances  justified  the  Master  in  pausing 
and  making  further  inquiries  as  to  the  existing  relations  between 
his  own  Country  and  FrcMce,  and  that  he  did  not  exceed  the 
limits  of  a  reasonable  time  in  making  the  inquiry.  Their  Lord- 
ships  have  great  difficulty  in  agreeing  with  the  learned  Judge 
that  the  Teuhnia  could  not  have  entered  Dunkirk  without  being 
exposed  to  the  penalties  of  trading  with  the  Enemy  of  its  Country 
on  the  Ifithi  of  July.  There  does  not  appear  to  their  Lordships^ 
to  be  any  satisfactory  evidence  that  a  state  of  War  existed  between 
Franee  and  Prussia  prior  to  the  19th  of  July.  Their  Lordships 
do  not  think  that  either  the  declaration  made  by  the  French 
Minister  to  the  French  Chambers  on  the  16th  of  July,  or  the 
telegram  sent  by  Count  Biemarek  to  the  Prussian  Ambassador  in 
London,  in  which  he  states  that  that  declaration  appears  to  be 
equal  to  a  declaration  of  War,  amounts  to  an  actual  declaration  of 
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War.  And  though  it  is  true,  as  stated  by  the  learned  Judge,  that  J.  c. 
a  War  may  exist  d$  facto  without  a  declaration  of  War,  yet  it  iS72 
appears  to  their  Lordships  that  this  can  ODly  be  effected  by  an  ^ 
actual  commencement  of  hostilities,  which,  in  this  case,  is  not  "TroromA." 


It  is,  however,  unnecessary  further  to  consider  this  part  of  the 
case,  because  their  Lordships  agree  with  the  learned  Judge  that 
the  Master  of  the  Teutania,  when  he  was  informed,  on  his  arrival 
off  Dunkirk,  by  the  Pilot,  although  incorrectly,  that  War  had  been 
actually  declared  two  days  before,  was  entitled  to  pause  and  to  take 
a  reasonable  time  to  make  further  inquiries,  and  that  he  did  not 
exceed  the  limits  of  a  reasonable  time  in  making  inquiries. 

If  the  Master  had  entered  Dunkirk,  and  it  had  turned  out  that 
War  had  been  previously  declared,  he  would  have  entered  it  with 
notice  that  he  was  entering  an  enemy's  port,  and  this  would  have 
obyiously  exposed  his  Ship  to  condemnation,  and  might  have 
exposed  himself  to  severe  penalties  when  he  returned  to  his  own 
Country.  It  seems  obvious  that,  if  a  Master  receives  credible 
information  that,  if  he  continues  in  the  direct  course  of  his  voyage, 
his  Ship  will  be  exposed  to  some  imminent  peril,  as,  for  instance, 
that  there  are  Pirates  in  his  course,  or  Icebergs,  or  other  dangers 
of  navigation,  he  must  be  justified  in  pausing  and  deviating  from 
the  direct  course,  and  taking  any  step  which  a  prudent  man 
would  take  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  danger.  And  their 
Lordships  agree,  if  authority  was  wanting,  that  the  case  of  Pole  v. 
CdeovUek  (1)  is  an  authority  in  point  It  was  argued,  however, 
on  the  part  of  the  Appellants,  that,  to  justify  this  course,  both  Ship 
and  Cargo  must  be  exposed  to  a  common  peril,  whilst  in  the 
present  case  the  Cargo,  being  the  property  of  a  neutral  Owner, 
would  have  been  in  no  danger  from  being  carried  into  a  French 
port,  and  it  was  argued  that  though  a  Master  might  be  justified 
in  deviating  from  the  direct  course  of  the  voyage  for  the  purpose 
of  avoiding  a  danger  to  which  both  Ship  and  Cargo  were  exposed, 
although  it  might  afterwards  turn  out  that  the  information  upon 
which  the  Master  acted  was  incorrect,  yet  that  if  the  reported 
danger  was  a  danger  to  the  Ship  alone,  the  Master  would  commit  a 
breach  of  contract  by  deviating  from  the  direct  course  of  the 
(1)  9  C.  R  (N.8.)  480. 
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J.  0.       voyage  unless  the  danger  actually  existed,  and  the  Master  could 
1872       allege  that  he  was  prevented  by  one  of  the  perils  excepted  in  the 
T^       Bill  of  lading  from  pursuing  his  voyage  in  the  direct  course.    It 
''  Tevtokia/*  appears  to  their  Lordships,  however,  that  there  is  no  sound 
ground  for  this  distinction ;  if  the  Cargo  had  been  a  Fmssiaii 
Cargo  it  would  have  been  exposed  to  the  same  danger  as  the  Ship 
from  entering  the  port  at  Dunhirh^  and  it  appears  to  their  Lord- 
ships that  when  an  English  Merchant  ships  goods  on  board  a 
Foreign  Ship,  he  cannot  expect  that  the  Master  will  act  in  any 
-   respect  differently  towards  his  Cargo  than  he  would  towards  a 
Cargo  shipped  by  one  of  his  own  Country,  and  that  it  cannot  be 
contended  that  the  Master  is  deprived  of  the  right  of  taking 
reasonable  and  prudent  steps  for  the  preservation  of  his  Ship, 
because  from  the  accident  of  the  Cargo  not  belonging  to  his  own 
nation,  the  Cargo  is  not  exposed  to  the  same  danger  as  the  Ship. 
On  the  whole,  therefore,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  on  this 
part  of  the  case,  that  the  Master  was  justified  in  going  to  the 
D<ywns  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining,  whether  War  had  actually 
been  declared ;  and  they  also  entirely  agree  with  the  opinion  of 
the  learned  Judge,  that  the  Master  was  guilty  of  no  unreasonable 
delay  in  not  returning  to  Dunkirk  before  War  was  actually  declared 
on  the  19th  of  July. 

The  next  question  to  be  determined  is,  whether  the  Owner  of  the 
Ship  is  liable  in  damages  because  the  Master  did  not  deliver  the 
goods  to  the  Plaintiffs  at  Dover^  and  this  depends  on  the  further 
question,  whether  the  Master  was  bound  to  deliver  the  Cargo  at 
Dover  without  any  payment  in  respect  of  freight.  As  neither 
party  has  relied  on  the  law  of  Frwsia  in  the  pleadings,  or  given 
any  evidence  respecting  that  law,  the  question  must  be  decided 
according  to  the  law  of  England. 

The  learned  Judge  came  to  the  conclusion  that,  although  the 
Cargo  had  not  been  carried  to  or  delivered  at  the  port  of  destina- 
tion, and  although,  therefore,  the  Shipowner  was  not  entitled  to 
the  freight  agreed  to  be  paid  by  the  Bill  of  lading  and  the  charter- 
party,  nevertheless,  that,  he  was  entitled  to  some  payment  of 
freight)  either  pro  raid  itineris,  or  by  way  of  compensation  for  the 
carriage  of  the  goods  from  Pisagua  to  Dover.  It  was  argued, 
however,  before  us  on  the  part  of  the  Bespondeut,  that^  under  the 
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drcnmstances,  the  Shipowner  was  entitled  to  be  paid  the  freight  J.  0. 
which,  according  to  the  Bill  of  lading  and  the  charterparty,  was  1872 
to  be  paid  on  a  delivery  at  Dcver.  xira 

The  argument  for  the  Appellants  assumes,  that  the  breaking  out  '"  Tectcwia." 
of  the  War  rendered  the  performance  of  the  charterparty  illegal, 
and  that,  therefore,  the  contract  between  the  parties  was  dissolved ; 
and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  breaking  out  of  the  War  did 
render  it  illegal  for  the  Teutonta  to  enter  any  French  port,  but  the 
question  is,  whether,  under  the  terms  of  this  Charterparty,  the 
t*ontract  might  not  still  have  legally  been  performed  by  the  deli- 
very of  the  Cargo  at  some  of  the  other  ports  mentioned  in  the 
charterparty  as  ports  at  which  the  Cargo  might  be  delivered. 

The  substance  of  the  contract  between  the  parties  is,  that  the 
€argo  may  be  delivered  at  any  one  of  a  great  number  of  ports ; 
that  the  Consignee  is  to  have  the  selection  of  the  particular  port, 
but  that  he  is  bound  to  select  a  safe  port — that  is,  a  port  at  which 
the  Master  can  deliver  the  Cargo,  and  earn  his  freight ;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  that  contract  is  completely  performed  by 
the  naming  of  a  port  at  which  it  turns  out  in  the  event  to  be 
impossible  to  deliver. 

In  Offden  v.  Oraham  (1)  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  that  the  Charterer,  under  a  charterparty  framed  like  this, 
committed  a  breach  of  contract  by  naming  a  port  which  was  closed 
by  the  order  of  the  Government  of  the  Country  at  the  time  he  named 
it ;  and  this  case  is  a  direct  authority  that,  if  the  War  had  broken 
oQt  before  the  Consignee  gave  orders  for  the  Master  to  proceed  to 
Dttnitrft,  the  Consignee  would  have  been  bound  to  name  some 
other  port  than  a  French  port  as  the  port  of  discharge.  It  was, 
indeed,  argued  that,  as  it  was  known  at  the  time  when  the  orders 
were  given  aX  Falmouth  that  there  was  great  danger  of  War  break- 
ing out  between  France  and  Oermany^  Dunkirk  was  not  even  then 
^  safe  port,  and  that  the  Charterer  had  no  right  to  order  the  Master 
to  proceed  there.  Their  Lordships,  however,  are  not  of  that 
opinion.  They  think  that,  until  the  War  was  actually  declared,  the 
Consignee  was  entitled  to  require  the  Master  to  proceed  to  Dunkirk  ; 
and  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  Master,  when  he  received  the 
orders,  made  no  objection  to  them,  but  proceeded  on  his  voyage  to 

(1)  1  B.  &  S.  773. 
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J.  c.  Dunkirk,  The  qaestion  to  be  determined  is,  what  is  the  effect  of 
1872  the  named  port  becoming  a  closed  port  by  reason  of  War  breaking 
!^  out  between  the  time  when  the  orders  are  given  and  the  time 
"TwjTOKu."  ^hen  the  Ship  arrives?  As  their  Lordships  have  already  given 
their  opinion  that  the  Master  was  guilty  of  no  improper  deviation 
or  unreasonable  delay  in  proceeding  to  Dunkirk^  they  think  the 
case,  as  to  this  branch  of  it,  is  exactly  the  same  as  if  the  War  had 
already  broken  out  when  the  Vessel  first  arrived  off  Dunkirk.  Now, 
on  the  one  side  it  is  contended  that,  when  once  the  (Consignee  has 
named  a  port  which  is  an  open  and  proper  port  at  the  time  he 
names  it,  the  Bill  of  lading  and  charterparty  are  to  be  read 
exactly  as  if  this  was  the  only  port  of  discharge  named  in  them; 
on  the  other  side  it  is  contended  that,  assuming  the  Consignee 
committed  no  breach  of  contract  in  giving  orders  to  the  Master  at 
Falmouth  to  proceed  to  Dunkirk,  yet,  nevertheless^  as  in  the  event 
it  turned  out  to  be  impossible  fpr  the  Master  to  deliver  at  Dunkirk, 
the  Consignee  had  not  completely  performed  his  part  of  the  contract 
to  name  a  port  at  which  the  Cargo  could  be  delivered,  and  that  he 
was  bound  to  select  another  port  from  among  those  named  in  the 
Charterparty. 

There  is  no  authority  on  the  proper  construction  of  the  charter- 
party  in  this  respect,  but  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  they 
ought  not  to  hold  that  the  contract  between  the  parties  has  become 
impossible  of  performance,  and  is,  therefore,  to  be  treated  as  dis- 
solved, if  by  any  reasonable  construction  it  can  be  treated  as  still 
capable,  in  substance,  of  being  performed. 

Although  it  is  true  that  the  Court  ought  not  to  make  a  contract 
for  the  parties  which  they  have  not  made  themselves,  yet  a  mer- 
cantile contract,  which  is  usually  expressed  shortly,  and  leaves 
much  to  be  understood,  ought  to  be  construed  fairly  and  liberally 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  object  of  the  parties ;  aud  it 
would  seem  very  unjust  to  hold,  because  the  Consignee  has  named 
a  port  at  which,  without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  the  Shipowner, 
it  is  impossible  for  the  Cargo  to  be  delivered,  that,  therefore,  the 
Consignee  is  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  Cargo  at  the  nearest 
neighbouring  port,  which,  in  a  charterparty  framed  like  this,  must 
necessarily  be  one  of  the  ports  named  in  the  charterparty,  without 
paying  for  the  Cargo  any  freight  whatever.    The  Ship,  without 
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any  breach  of  contract  on  the  part  of  the  Shipowner^  has  arriyed       J.  0. 
at  Dover;  the  Consignee  has  required  the  Master  to  deliver       1872 
him  the  Cargo  there,  and  he  has  not  required  the  Master  to  pro-        Tme 
ceed  to  any  other  port  except  Dunkirk,  where  it  was  impossible  **Teutokia.'^ 
for  him  to  go.    The  charterparty  provides  what  freight  is  to  be  paid 
if  the  cargo  is  delivered  at  Dover,  and  how  it  is  to  be  paid ; 
and,  therefore,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships,  that  they  ought  to 
hold  that  the  contract  was  not  dissolved  by  the  impossibility  of 
delivering  the  Cargo  at  Dunkirk,  and  that  the  Shipowner  had  not 
lost  his  chartered  freight,  nor  his  lien  for  it,  at  the  time  when  the 
Cargo  was  demanded  at  Dover. 

Their  Lordships  having  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Ship- 
owner had  still  a  lien  for  the  fiill  freight,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to 
consider  whether,  if  Dunkirk  had  been  the  only  port  of  discharge,, 
the  Shipowner  would  have  been  entitled  either  to  freight  j>ro  nxta 
Uineris,  or  to  a  sum  by  way  of  compensation  for  the  carriage  of 
the  goods  from  Pisagua  to  Dover,  and  they  wish  to  be  understood 
as  giving  no  opinion  on  these  questions,  which,  no  doubt,  are^ 
questions  of  great  difficulty  and  importance. 

On  the  whole,  their  Lordships  will  recommend  to  Her  Majesty 
that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed  with  costs  (1). 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  HUlyer  dt  Fenwiek. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Thomas  &  HoUams. 

(1)  See  Oeipa  y.  Smithy  Law  Rep.  7  Q.  B.  404. 
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J.  o.^      FRANCIS  HART  DYKE,  Esq.,  Her  Majesty's  j 
1872           Pbocurator-Genbbal,   on    behalf    of    OuB  I  Appellant; 
FA^,  9.        Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen | 

AND 

HENRY   WILLIAM  ELLIOTT,  AND   THE 
OWNERS    OF     THE     STEAM-TUG    OR  >  Respondests. 
VESSEL  "GAUNTLET" 


THE  "GAUNTLET.'' 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 

Foreign  Enlistment  Act,  1870  (33  «fe  34  Vict.  c.  90,  as.  8,  SO)  ^Ccnstrudioti-' 
Naval  Service — Employment  of  English  Steam  Tug  to  tow  Prize  of  War-- 
Forftitui'e — Court  of  Admiralty — Crown — Costs, 

A  French  Ship  of  War  captured  in  the  English  Channel  t^  Prussian  Ship  as 
prize  of  war.  A  prize  crew  under  a  French  naval  Officer  was  put  on  board. 
The  prize  Ship  being  driven  by  stress  of  weather  into  the  Downs,  anchored 
within  British  waters,  and  after  lying  there  two  days  the  French  Consul  at 
Dover  engaged  an  English  Steam-tug,  then  lying  in  the  Downs,  to  tow  tbe 
captured  Ship  from  British  waters  to  a  port  of  the  Captors  and  under  such 
agreement  the  Tug  towed  the  prize  to  Dunkirk  Hoods,  In  a  suit  instituted 
on  behalf  of  the  Crown  for  condemnation  of  the  Tug  for  violation  of  the 
Foreign  Enlistment  Act  'of  1870  (33  &  34  Vict.  c.  90),  the  Judge  of  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  held,  that  no  offence  had  been  committed  under  that 
Statute,  as  the  Steam- tug  was  not  employed  in  the  military  or  naval  service 
of  France,  as  declared  by  the  8th  section  of  the  Act,  aud  dismissed  the 
suit,  condemning  the  Crown  in  costs.  On  appeal.  Held,  by  the  Judicial 
Committee  (reversing  such  decree),  that  the  engagement  by  the  Owners  of 
the  Tug  for  the  express  purpose  of  towing  the  detached  prize  crew,  its 
Prisoners  and  prize  Vessel,  s|jeedily  and  safely  to  French  waters,  where  the 
Prisoners  and  prize  would  be  taken  chaise  of  by  the  French  authorities, 
and  the  prize  crew  set  free,  was  despatching  a  Ship,  within  the  meaning  of 
sect  8  of  the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act  of  1870,  for  the  purpose  of  taking  part 
in  the  naval  service  of  a  belligerent,  and  condemned  the  Tug  as  a  forfeiture 
to  the  Crown. 

Whether  a  Court  of  Admiralty  has  power,  under  the  Foreign  Enlistment 
Act,  1870,  to  condemn  the  Crown  in  costs,  Qumre, 

X.  HE  appeal  in  this  case  was  brought  from  a  decree  of  the  High 
C!oiirt  of  Admiralty  in  a  cause  instituted  under  the  provisions  of 

*  Present; — Sib  Jambs  William  Colyilb,  The  Lord  Justice  James,  Thr 
LoBD  Justice  Msllish,  and  Sm  Edward  Montague  Smith. 


VOL.  IV.]  CASES  IN  THE  PKIVY  COUNCIL.  18& 

the  Foreign  Enlistment  Act,  1870,  by  the  Appellant  against  the  J.  C. 
British  Steam-tng  the  OaunUet^  her  tackle,  apparel,  and  furniture,  1872 
and  against  all  persons  in  general  having  any  right,  title,  or  ^^ 
interest  in  the  Steam*tug,  her  tackle,  apparel,  and  furniture.  Eujoit 

The  OaunOet  had  been  previously  arrested  at  the  instance  of       

the  Crown,  and  released  on  bail.  "Gauhtlft/" 

The  Appellant,  by  his  petition,  alleged  that  on  the  24th  of 
November,  1870,  the  Prussian  Ship  Lard  Brougham,  of  the  port  of 
fla97»^r^,  having  been  then  lately  captured  and  taken  on  the  high 
Seas  by  a  French  Vessel  of  war,  as  a  prize  of  war,  arrived  and  was 
anchored  in  the  Downs,  within  three  marine  miles  of  the  coast  of 
England,  being  in  the  possession  of  the  Government  of  France,  and 
in  charge  of  a  French  prize  crew.    That  on  the  same  day  an 
agreement  was  entered  into  between  Mumford,  one  of  the  Re- 
spondents, and  M.  Le  Sauret,  the  French  Consul  at  Folkestone, 
whereby,  in  consideration  of  a  sum  of  money  to  be  paid  by  the 
French   Consul-General  in  London,  on  behalf   of   the  French 
Government,  to  the  Owners  of  the  Gauntlet,  Mumford  agreed  jto 
despatch  the  steam-tug  OaunSet,  in  order,  or  with  the  intent^ 
that  the  Steam-tug,  with  knowledge,  or  with  reasonable  cause 
to  believe,  that  she  would  be  employed  in  the  naval  service  of 
France,  in  towing  the  Lord  Brougham  from  the  place  where  she 
then  was  in  charge  of  a  French  prize  crew  as  such  prize  of  war  to 
the  port  of  Dunkirk,  in  France.    That  on  the  26th  of  November, 
and  following  days,  Mumford  did,  in  pursuance  of  such  agreement, 
snd  without  the  license  of  Her  Majesty,  despatch,  or  cause,  or 
allow  to  be  despatched,  the  Steam-tug  Oauntlet  with  the  intent 
hereinbefore  alleged ;  and  that  the  Steam-tug  Oauntlet,  then  being 
in  charge  of  the  servants  of  the  Bespondents,  without  the  license 
of  Her  Majesty  was  employed  in  the  naval  service  of  France  in 
towing,  and  did  tow,  the  Ship  Lord  Brougham,  then  being  in 
charge  of  a  prize  crew,  or  a  prize  of  war,  from  within  three  marine 
nuHes  of  the  shore  of  England  to  the  port  of  Dwnhirk.     That 
during  the  times  aforesaid  France  was  a  state   at  War  with 
Pniasta,  and  Prussia  was  a  State  at  peace  with  Her  Majesty, 
which  ktter  facts  were  well  known  to  the  Bespondents ;  and  it  waa 
submitted,  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  Steam-tug  and  her 
equipment  had,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Foreign  Enlistment 
Ad,  1870,  become  forfeited  to  Her  Majesty. 
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The  EespondentSy  by  their  answer,  denied  the  truth  of  the  aver- 
ments contained  in  the  petition,  and  alleged  tliat  the  OautdU  was 
a  Steam-tug  belonging  to  the  port  of  London,  and  that  her  ordinary 
employment  was  towing  British  and  Foreign  Vessels  between 
Beaehey  Head  ani  Margate  Beads  to  and  from  all  ports  on  the  coasts 
of  England,  France,  Belgium^  and  Holland;  that  she  left  the  port 
of  London  on  the  25th  of  Noyember,  1870,  for  the  Downs,  for  the 
purpose  of  seeking  employment^  and  was  brought  up  off  DealPier^ 
which  was  an  ordinary  anchorage  for  Bteam-tugs ;  that  after  the 
OawnUd  had  so  brought  up,  and  had  lain  there  for  some  time,  and 
on  the  26th  of  November,  Wed,  her  Master,  having  been  informed 
that  a  person  on  shore  was  desirous  of  engaging  the  services  of  a 
Steam-tug,  went  on  shore,  and  shortly  afterwards  he  had  an  inter- 
view with  M.  Le  Sauret,  when  it  was  arranged  that  the  OaunOd 
should  tow  the  Lord  Brougham  from  the  Dotvna  to  Dunkirk  Boads 
for  the  sum  of  £70,  that  being  the  usual  and  ordinary  chai^  for 
towing  a  Vessel  of  the  size  of  the  Lord  Brougham  from  the  Doums 
io  Dunkirk  Boads  ;  they  denied  that  the  sum  of  £70  or  any  other 
sum  was  agreed  to  be  paid  by  the  French  Consul-General  in 
London  on  behalf  of  the  French  Oovemment^  or  that  there  was 
anything  unusual  in  the  circumstances  under  which  the  Chmi&d 
was  so  engaged;  and  they  also  denied  that  the  Lord  Brougiham 
was  towed  to  Dunkirk,  as  stated  in  the  petition,  she  having  been 
towed  only  to  Dunkirk  Boads  ;  and  the  Bespondents  traversed  the 
other  averments  set  out  in  the  petition,  and  submitted  that  the 
averments  in  the  petition  disclosed  no  offence  against  the  Foreign 
Enlistment  Act,  1870,  as  to  entitle  the  Appellant  to  the  condemna- 
tion prayed  for  in  the  petition. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  cause  Witnesses  were  examined,  and  the 
Judge  (The  Bight  Hon.  Sir  Boberl  PAiStmore),  having  reserved  his 
judgment}  on  the  28th  of  March,  1871,  decreed,  that  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case  did  not  warrant  him  in  pronouncing  that  the 
GaunUet  was  forfeited  to  the  Crown,  on  the  ground  of  her  having 
been  despatched  with  reasonable  cause  of  belief  that  she  was  em- 
ployed in  the  naval  service  of  France,  and  dismissed  the  petition, 
condenming  the  Crown  in  costs  (1). 

From  this  decree  the  present  appeal  was  brought 
(1)  Law  Rep.  3  A.  4p  E.  881,  394. 
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The  SoUeUar'Oenerdl  (Mr.  G.  Jesad,  Q.C.),  the  Queen's  Advocate        JO. 
(Sir  Travers  Twiss,  Q.C.),  and  Mr.  ArehAaid,  for  the  Crown :—  1872 

Firet^  we  sabmit,  that  the  OaunUet  was  despatched  in  violation  of  ^'^^ 
the  provisions  of  the  Foreign  Enlietmeni  Act,  1870,  and  was,  within  Elliott. 
the  meaning  of  the  8th  section  of  that  Act,  as  interpreted  by  the  30th  tbe 
section,  employed  in  the  naval  service  of  Fr<mce^  being  engaged  in  " ^^•*^^'^^^* 
towing  the  Lord  Brougham  to  the  DwMrh  Roads.  This  was  a  naval 
senrioe  by  a  Steam-tug.  No  doubt  pilotage  on  board  a  belligerent 
Vessel  is  naval  service,  as  in  this  case  towage  was.  The  Court 
below,  under  the  8th  section  of  that  Act,  ought,  therefore,  on  that 
ground,  to  have  condemned  her  as  a  forfeiture  to  the  Crown. 
In  Ex  forte  Ferguson  (1)  it  was  held  that  the  interpretation 
dause  in  a  Statute  does  not  narrow  the  meaning  of  an  Act,  but 
extends  it.  Here  the  word  **  include,"  in  sect.  30,  has  a  more  exten- 
siye  meaning  than  the  word  ''  mean,"  which  is  usually  used  in  in- 
terpretation clauses.  There  can  be  no  question  that  if  the  Tug  had 
towed  an  armed  Vessel  in  order  to  assist  her  in  capturing  the 
Lwd  Brougham^  she  would  have  been  employed  in  a  naval  service 
within  the  meaning  of  that  term  in  the  Statute.  Here  she  towed  the 
prize  to  a  French  port  for  the  purpose  of  condemnation.  As  laid 
down  by  Lord  Mansfidd  in  Ghss  v.  Withers  (2),  a  capture  is  where 
there  is  no  just  ground  of  hope  in  recovering  the  Ship,  which 
becomes  the  property  of  the  captor.  Here,  to  vest  the  prize  in  the 
Captors,  there  was  the  necessity  of  condemnation,  as  required  by 
French  law :  Pistoyer  et  Duverdy,  TraitS  des  Prises  Marititne,  173, 
176,  225,  229.  The  capture  was  incomplete  until  the  Lord 
Brougham  was  brought  within  French  territory  and  condemned  by 
a  French  prize  Court.  The  prize  crew  would  have  been  entitled  to 
share  in  any  prize  made  by  their  Ship :  The  Frederick  and  Mary 
inn  (3).  The  German  crew  were  on  board  the  prize  as  Prisoners 
of  War.  No  commission  was  necessary  to  make  the  Tug  a  Ship  of 
War  any  more  than  a  boat  or  pinnace  from  the  Captors'  Ship.  The 
Tug  clearly  assisted  the  Captors  to  render  the  capture  complete, 
aod  without  her  assistance  the  Capture  might  never  have  been 
<xmipleted.    By  getting  the  prize  within  French  waters  the  prize 

(1)  Law  Bep.  6  Q.  B.  280.  (2)  2  Barr.  686. 

(d)  6  Rob.  213. 
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J.  C.        Crew  were  freed  from  the  burthen  of  guarding  her,  and  at  liberty 

1872        to  make  fresh  captures.    As  the  Tug  was  under  the  command  of 

p^       the  prize  Captain,  and  in  the  service  of  the  French,  the  Tug  and 

Bluott     ^^^  ^^^P  ™^^  ^  considered  as  one.    A  Vessel  in  towage  of  a  Tag 

and  the  Tug  towing,  are  considered  as  one  Vessel :  The  deaian  (1) ; 

'•  Gauhtlet.*'  The  Christina  (2).  The  Bespondents  had  knowledge  that  this  was 
a  French  prize,  but  even  if  they  acted  in  ignorance  of  the  Statute, 
there  was  an  actual  *'  despatching "  from  the  United  Kingdom  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  part  in  the  naval  service  of  France  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Statute. 

Secondly,  the  Foreign  Enlishneni  Aet^  1870,  confers  no  power 
on  the  Court  of  Admiralty  to  give  costs  for  or  against  the  Crown. 
The  19th  section  confers  jurisdiction  in  respect  of  forfeiture  of  Ships 
for  offences  against  that  Act,  but  in  nowhere  does  it  empower  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  to  condemn  the  Crown  in  costs.  It  is  a  rule, 
that  where  there  is  no  statutory  enactment  applicable,  the  Crown 
cannot  be  condemned  in  costs.  Under  the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of 
the  Admiralty  Court,  costs  cannot  be  given  against  the  Grown 
under  the  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  90,  unless  the  Attorney-General  is  a 
party :  The  Leda  (3) ;  and  so  it  has  been  held  in  an  Excise  informa- 
tion :  Beg.  v.  Beadle  (4) ;  and  as  an  example  it  may  be  urged,  that 
it  has  been  decided  that  the  Court  of  Probate  has  no  authority  to 
condemn  the  Queen*s  Proctor  in  the  costs  of  unsuccessful  litigation : 
Atidnsan  y.  Eer  Mqjeely's  Proctor  (5) ;  Wihon  v.  WHeon  (6). 

The  Admiralty  Advocate  (Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.),  and  Mr.  Edwyfi 
Jones,  for  the  Bespondents : — 

The  OaunUet  was  not  employed  in  the  naval  service  of  Fran/ce 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Foreign  Enlistment  Ad,  1870.  The  8th 
section,  sub-s.  4,  uses  the  phrase  "  military  or  naval  service,"  and 
by  the  interpretation  clause,  sect  30,  the  words  ^  when  engaged  in 
naval  or  military  service,"  shall,  as  respects  a  Ship,  include  any  user 
of  a  Ship  as  a  Transport,  Store  Ship,  Privateer,  or  Ship  under  Letters 
of  Marque.    This,  however,  is  the  case  of  a  Steam  Tug,  which  is  not 

(1)  14  Moore's  P.  0.  Oacs,  92.  (4)  7  E.  &  B.  492. 

(2)  6  Notes  of  CaMS,  pp.  4,  361.  (5)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  &  D.  255. 

(3)  Bro.  &  L.  19.  (6)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  &  D.  180. 


VOL.  IV  J 


CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL. 


189 


included  in  that  category,  and  does  not  fall  within,  any  of  the 
•definitions  given  in  that  clause ;  which,  on  the  contrary,  nanx>ws  the 
general  meaning  of  the  phrases  defined,  and  implies  that  a  Pilot 
may  be  lawfully  employed  by  a  belligerent  Vessel;  and  if  so,  d 
Jortiori,  a  Steam  Tug.    Vl^hat  is  meant  by  "  naval  service  '*  appears 
from  the  former  Foreign  Enlidment  Act,  59  Geo.  3,  c.  69,  s.  2.  * 
The  case  of  The  Salvador  (1),  decided  by  this  Tribunal,  shews 
that  it  must  be  employment  in  a  warlike  operation,  and  aggression 
against  a  "  Foreign  Prince."     The  Iniemaiiondl  (2)  is  an  authority 
that  the  service  must  be  proved  to  be  for  a  warlike  purpose,  and 
not  such  service  as  may  probably  be  of  a  commercial  character : 
Wheaion's  Inter.  Law,  §  438  [8th  Ed.  by  Dana].    But  in  this  case 
the  prize  was  not  a  Ship  of  War.    She  was  within  British  waters, 
and  had  only  the  usual  protection  accorded  to  a  Merchant  Vessel. 
[The  Lobd  Justice  James  : — Could  the  captured  crew  on  board 
the  prize  have  been  brought  up  by  hahecL^  corpus,  or  if  one  of  the 
prize  crew  had  killed  one  of  them,  have  been  tried  here  for  murder  ?] 
That  may  be  a  question.    A  Steam-tug  may  be  so  employed  in 
towing  a  Ship  of  War  to  action,  as  to  constitute  military  service, 
but  that  is  not  the  case  here :  the  Tug  was  not  employed  to  com- 
plete the  capture,  as  that  was  final    It  was  unnecessary  to  take  the 
prize  into  the  Country  of  the  Captors:  FhHUmore's  Inter.  Law, 
vol.  iii.,  8.  357,  p.  460 ;  Twies  on  the  Law  of  Nations,  vol.  ii.,  s.  186, 
p.  369 :  The  Eenrick  and  Maria  (3) ;  The  Polka  (4).    The  Statute 
under  which  these  proceedings  are  taken  is  highly  penal,  and 
must  be  strictly  construed,  and,  therefore,  as  "Steam-tug"  is  not 
mentioned  the  Bespondents  are  not  within  its  provisions.      The 
Lord  Brougham  was  ordered  off  by  the  English  authorities,  and 
the  Tug  towed  the  prize  with  the  cognizance  of  the  British  authori- 
ties, which  is  a  material  feet.     To  have  towed  the  Vessel  out  of 
British  Waters  was  no  offence ;  then  how  can  the  continuance  of 
the  towage  to  Ihmhirh  be  said  to  be  a  "  naval  service  "  within  the 
Act? 

The  SoUeUor-Qeneralj  in  reply : — 

It  is  no  answer  to  the  right  of  the  Crown  to  forfeiture  of  the 

(1)  Uw  Rep.  3  P.  C.  231.  (3)  4  Rob.  43. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  3  A.  &  E.  321,  (4)  Spinke,  67. 
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J.  0.  Tug,  that  her  Owners  did  not  intend  to  violate  the  provisions  of 

1872  the  Foreign  ErdistmetU  Act  of  1870,  of  which  Act  they  profess  to 

iJ^  liave  been  ignorant  when  they  entered  into  the  contract  to  tow. 

Ellwit  ^'  ^^  sufficient  to  justify  the  forfeiture  to  the  Crown  under  that 

Statute  that  they  have  done  so. 

The  ^ 

•*  GAUNTTiBT." 

1872  Their  Lordships  reserved  judgment,  which  was  now  delivered  by 

-Pfl^20.      rjigg  LoBD  Justice  James : — 

In  this  case  the  Crown  sought  the  condemnation  of  the  Bespon- 
dent's  Ship,  the  Oawdlet,  for  a  violation  of  the  Foreign  Efdidment 
Act.  The  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  found  that 
there  was  no  such  violation,  and  dismissed  the  petition  of  the 
Queen's  Proctor  with  costs. 

The  Crown,  by  the  present  appeal,  complains  of  the  finding  and 
dismissal ;  and  further,  that  if  the  decree  in  this  respect  were 
well  founded,  the  Court  of  Admiralty  had  no  jurisdiction  to  award 
costs  against  the  Crown. 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  not  in  dispute,  and  may  be  briefly 
summarised.  The  Bespondent  s  Steam-tug,  under  an  agreement 
with  the  French  Consul,  made  by  one  of  her  Owners  and  the 
Master,  left  its  anchorage  near  the  Byde  Pier  to  go  to  a  Vessel 
called  the  Lord  Brougham,  lying  a  few  miles  off  in  British  waters^ 
for  the  purpose  of  towing  her  across  to  Dunkirk  BoadSf  and  did 
accordingly  so  tow  her.  The  Lord  Brougham  was,  and  was  (as 
their  Lordships  have  no  doubt)  well  known  to  all  parties  con- 
cerned to  be,  a  German  merchant-ship,  which  had  been  captured  by 
a  French  cruiser,  and  then  was  French  prize  of  war.  She  had  on 
board  a  French  Officer  and  a  French  prize  crew,  with  some  of  the^ 
original  crew  as  Prisoners.  The  Crown  contends  that  sending  au 
English  Steam-tug  expressly  for  the  purpose  of  towing  a  prize  to 
the  Captor's  waters  is  dispatching  a  Ship  from  the  Untied  King- 
dom  for  the  purpose  of  taking  part  in  the  naval  service  of  the 
beUigerent  Power,  and  is,"^  therefore,  within  the  words  and  plaiu 
meaning  of  the  prohibition. 

On  the  part  of  the  Bespondent  it  is  urged  that,  at  all  eveats, 
there  was  no  conscious  violation  of  the  law ;  that  the  Ship  engaged 
iu  the  transaction  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  just  as  it 
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would  haye  towed  any  other  Ship  across,  and  for  the  ordinary  re-       J.  0. 
maneration  for  such  service ;  and  that,  in  truth,  the  immediate        1872 
cause  of  the  hiring  of  the  Tug  was  the  pressure  of  an  English       dtke 
authority  who  insisted  on  the  prize  no  longer  remaining  in  British     eluoti 
waters.     The  Solicitor-General,  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  did  not         — 
contest  what  may  be  called  the  moral  innocence  of  the  Bespon-  •<6auntle'i." 
dents,  but  insisted — and  in  their  Lordships'  opinion  unanswerably 
—that  parties  knowing  the  £Eu;ts  constituting  their  act  a  legal 
offence  cannot  be  heard  in  a  C!ourt  of  Law  to  allege  that  they  were 
ignorant  of,  or  had  forgotten,  or,  what  is  more  probable  here,  never 
thought  of  the  law.    These  are  matters  for  the  indulgent  con- 
sideration of  the  Crown,  but  not  matters  which  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  or  this  Board  has  any  jurisdiction  to  deal  with. 

It  was  much  pressed  in  the  Court  below,  and  again  before  tlieir 
Lordships,  that  the  statute  being  a  penal,  or,  as  it  was  phrased,  a 
highly  penal  one,  it  was  to  be  construed  strictly.  It  appears  to 
their  Lordships  necessary  to  say  a  few  woi'ds  as  to  this  topic,  which 
is  80  often  pressed  in  argument.  No  doubt  all  penal  Statutes  are 
to  be  construed  strictly,  that  is  to  say,  the  Court  must  see  that  the 
thing  charged  as  an  offence  is  within  the  plain  meaning  of  the 
words  used,  and  must  not  strain  the  words  on  any  notion  that 
there  has  been  a  slip,  that  there  has  been  a  casus  omissus^  that  the 
tiling  is  so  clearly  within  the  mischief  that  it  must  have  been  in- 
tended to  be  included  and  would  have  been  included  if  thought  of. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  person  chained  has  a  right  to  say  that  the 
thing  charged,  although  within  the  words,  is  not  within  the  spirit 
of  the  enactment.  But  where  the  thing  is  brought  within  the 
words  and  within  the  spirit,  there  a  penal  enactment  is  to  be  con- 
btrued,  like  any  other  instrument,  according  to  the  fair  common- 
sense  meaning  of  the  language  used,  and  the  Court  is  not  to  find 
or  make  any  doubt  or  ambiguity  in  the  language  of  a  penal  statute, 
where  such  doubt  or  ambiguity  would  clearly  not  be  found  or 
uiade  in  the  same  language  in  any  other  instrument. 

It  was  contended  in  the  Court  below,  but  without  success,  that 
the  words  in  the  prohibitory  clause  were  to  be  restricted  by  the 
words  in  the  definition  clauses,  and  that  contention  has  been  re- 
peated here.     In  the  Court  below  that  argument  was  used  in 
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support  of  a  contention  that  "Steam-tug"  was  not  within  the 
definition.  Here,  in  support  of  the  contention,  that  the  uses  are 
limited  to  the  uses  specifically  mentioned  in  the  definition.  The 
words,  however  (as  was  pointed  out  by  the  learned  Judge),  are  not 
"  shall  mean,"  but  *^  shall  include."  In  some  of  the  clauses  in  the 
same  part  of  the  Act  the  other  words  "  shall  mean"  are  used,  and 
in  the  other  clauses  in  which  the  words  "  shall  include  "  are  used, 
the  most  absurd  consequences  would  follow  if  the  words  "  shall 
include  '*  were  construed  as  equivalent  to  "  shall  mean,"  c.^.,  the 
clause  as  to  what  shall  be  included  under  the  words  '*  United 
Kingdom.^'  Indeed,  as  to  this  particular  clause  itself,  consequences 
no  less  absurd  would  follow  if  the  things  included  were  to  be  con- 
sidered as  an  exhaustive  enumeration,  and  so  as  to  be  the  only 
things  comprised.  Their  Lordships  have,  therefore,  no  hesitation 
in  concurring  with  the  learned  Judge  that  the  words  in  the  defini- 
tion can  have  no  efi*ect  in  restricting  the  meaning  to  be  put  on 
the  words  of  the  prohibitory  section.  And  the  whole  question  is 
really  what  is  the  meaning  of  the  words  in  that  section  ^'  naval 
service." 

In  the  Court  below  a  good  deal  of  the  argument  appears  to  have 
turned  on,  and  a  good  deal  of  the  judgment  deals  with,  the  ques- 
tion as  to  how  far  it  is  essential  to  the  legal  completion  of  a 
Captor's  title  by  formal  judicial  condemnation  that  the  prize 
should  be  brought  infra  praBsidia  to  give  the  Prize  Court  jurisdic- 
tion to  pronounce  such  condemnation.  It  does  not  appear  material 
to  their  Lordships  to  consider  that  question.  It  appears  to  have 
been  considered  that  if  it  had  been  made  out  that  it  was  essential, 
then  the  act  of  the  Steam-tug  in  going  to  tow  the  prize  into  French 
waters,  and  so  infra  pramdia,  would  be  an  act  done  in  the  naval 
service  of  the  captor  Power. 

But  it  appears  to  have  been  overlooked  that  that  is  not  the  only 
way  in  which,  nor  the  only  object  for  which,  service  can  be  ren- 
dered to  a  belligerent  in  connection  with  a  prize.  It  would  seem 
to  ^be  quite  as  importanti  to  say  the  leasts  to  complete  a  capture 
-de  facto  by  lodging  it  in  a  place  of  safety,  as  to  complete  it  ds 
jure  by  bringing  it  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  captors'  Prize 
Court. 
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What  was  the  position  of  the  Lord  Brcugham  when  the  Defen*       J.  0. 

dants'  Vessel  nndertook  the  towing  of  her  to  French  waters.    She        1872 

had  (subject  to  the  possibility  of  escape  or  recapture)  ceased  to  be      p^ 

a  German  merchantman.    She  certainly  had  not  become  a  French  ^^• 

merchantman.    She  was  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  French       

Thb 
Goyernment     She  was  under  the  command  of  a  French  naval '•GAmrrLCT.*' 

Officer,  with  a  crew  of  Sailors  of  the  French  navy»  temporarily        ""^ 

detached  from  the  French  Ship  of  War  for  that  purpose.    The 

Officer  and  crew  were  still  part  of  the  Ship's  crew — entitled  to 

share  in  any  fresh  prize  made  by  the  latter — bound  to  share  any 

prizes  which  they  themselyes  might  have  made,  as  they  lawfully 

might,  of  any  Grerman  Ship  coming  in  their  way.    They  had  in 

our  Waters  the  right  of  a  French  Man-of-war,  as  against  any  action 

of  our  Municipal  law,  in  respect  either  of  their  Prisoners  or  their 

booty.    Their  Lordships  agree,  therefore,  with  the  contention  on 

the  part  of  the  Grown,  that  it  is  impossible  to  distinguish  such  a 

Ship,  because  it  had  been  a  prize,  from  the  case  of  a  tender,  or  a 

pinnace,  detached  for  any  purpose  from  a  Ship  of  War,  or  any  other 

Vessel  taken  up  by  or  for  the  belligerent  Power  in  the  course  of 

its  naval  operations. 

The  Counsel  of  the  Bespondents  contended,  that  naval  service 
must  mean  service  in  or  directly  connected  with  some  warlike 
naval  operation.  In  their  Lordships'  opinion,  the  detaching  a  prize 
crew  after  capture  to  take  charge  of  the  prize,  and  to  bring  it  and 
the  Prisoners  safely  home,  is  essentially  a  warlike  naval  operation 
-^as  much  and  as  important  a  warlike  operation  as  the  chase  before 
the  capture. 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  have  no  doubt  that  sending  an  Eng- 
lish  Steam-tug  for  the  express  purpose  of  taking  the  detached 
prize  crew,  its  Prisoners  and  booty,  speedily  and  safely  to  French 
waters,  where  the  Prisoners,  prize,  and  booty  would  be  taken 
charge  of  by  the  French  authorities,  and  the  prize  crew  set  free  to 
rejoin  and  strengthen  their  own  Ship,  was  despatching  a  Ship  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  part  in  the  naval  service  of  the  belligerent, 
mthin  the  plain  meaning,  the  words  and  the  spirit  of  the  Act  of 
Parliament 

Their  Lordships  will,  therefore,  humbly  recommend,  that  the 
decision  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  be  reversed,  and  that,  in  lieu 
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J.  a       thereof  an  order  of  condemnation  be  made  as  prayed  by  the 
1872       Queen's  Proctor. 

On  the  subject  of  costs  it  is  no  longer  the  interest  of  the  Bespon- 
dent  to  contest  the  proposition  of  the  Solicitor-Greneral,  who  admits 
that  his  principle  is  to  apply  as  well  against  as  in  fayonr  of  the 
•«  Qauntlbt,*  Crown,  and  their  Lordships  have,  therefore,  not  had  the  assistance 
"""  of  the  arguments  on  the  other  side,  which  they  would  have  desired 
to  hear  if  it  had  been  necessary  to  pronounce  any  decision  on  the 
point. 

For  the  Crown :  The  Quern's  Proctor,  F.  H.  Dyke. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Lowless,  N ebony  it  Jones. 


J.C*'     WILLIAM  HENET  SMITH Appellant; 
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AND 
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THE  "STAFFORDSHIRE." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY.  IRELAOT. 

Bottomry  Bond  to  Ship  Agents — Agreement  not  to  enforce  Bond  if  Bill  of  E^ 
change  honoured — Port  of  destination  where  the  Bond  became  due — Sidaeqven^ 
freiglU, 

A  Bottomry  Bond  on  a  Ship  and  freight  was  given  by  the  Master  for 
repairs  of  the  Ship  (already  subject  to  a  mortgage),  with  an  agreement  by  the 
Bondholder^  the  Ship's  Agent,  that  if  a  Bill  of  Exchange,  drawn  by  the  Master 
upon  the  Mortgagee,  should  be  duly  honoured,  the  Bond  should  not 
be  enforced.  The  Drawee  died  before  the  Bill  was  presented,  and  neither 
administration  nor  probate  of  his  Will  had  been  taken  out,  when  the  holder 
of  the  Bill,  in  ignorance  of  the  death  of  the  Drawee,  presented  the  Bill  for 
acceptance : — Eeld^  that  it  was  not  necessary,  in  order  to  entitle  the  Bond- 
holder to  enforce  the  Bottomry  Bond,  that  there  should  have  been  such  a  dis- 
honour of  the  Bill  as  might  have  been  necessary  to  give  a  right  of  action  against 
a  Drawee  or  Indorsee  of  the  Bill,  and  it  was  sufficient  that  what  was  the 


•  Pre«e«^;— Sib  James  William  Colvilb,  The  Lobd  Justice  Melush, 
Sib  MoisnAGUE  Edwabd  Smith,  and  Sib  Robebt  Pobbett  Collieb. 
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reasoxuible  coarse,  for  the  porpoee  of  getting  the  Bill  accepted  and  paid,  should  J.  Q. 

have  been  taken,  which,  having  regard  to  the  ciicumatances  of  the  case,  ap-  .g.^ 

peared  to  the  Judicial  Committee  to  he  established ;  and  the  Bond  held  good.  «^v^ 

The  Bond  on  the  Ship  and  freight  was  made  absolute  on  the  arrival  of  the  Smith 

Ship  at  CaUao,  but  the  Bond  also  hypothecated  the  freight  to  be  earned  by  q,^^  Bank  op 

the  Ship  from  that  place  to  any  other  port  or  ports : — Hdd,  that  the  Bond  Kew  South 

was  good  pro  ianto  as  to  the  Ship,  but  void  with  respect  to  the  subse-  Wales. 

quent  freight  earned  in  the  voyage  from  CaUao  to  England^  't^ 

The  case  of  The  Jacob  (1)  commented  on.  •*  Stafford- 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  High  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty of  Irdand  (2),  in  a  suit  instituted  by  the  Bespondents,  to 
enforce  payment  of  a  Bottomry  Bond  for  £8^265^  executed  at 
Mdboume  by  Barrett,  the  Captain  of  the  Ship  StaffardshirSy  on 
the  Ship  and  freight. 

The  suit  was  defended  by  the  Appellant,  a  Merchant  in  London, 
the  Owner  of  42/64ths  of  the  Vessel.  Captain  Barrett  was  the 
Owner  of  the  remaining  22/64ths.  The  Bond  was  executed  in  favour 
of  KeesTs.  jDickson  &  Williams,  Ship  Agents  at  MeUbowne,  who  after- 
wards assigned  the  Bond  to  the  Bespondents.  The  Defendant  by 
bis  answer,  set  up  as  a  defence  that  the  Bond  was  given  as  a  col- 
lateral security  only,  for  the  payment  of  certain  Bills  of  Exchange 
drawn  on  C.  Oumm,  of  the  City  of  London,  the  Mortgagee  of  the 
Ship;  that  before  the  Bills  were  presented  Clumm  died;  and  the 
answer  alleged  that  shortly  after  the  Bills  had  arriyed  at  maturity 
the  Executors  of  Oumm  had  tendered  the  amount,  but  that  the 
offer  of  payment  had  been  refused.  The  Defendant  also  alleged, 
that  the  amount  for  which  the  Bond  had  been  given  had  been 
raised  without  pressing  necessity,  and  without  communication  with 
the  Defendant  in  England. 

The  facts  were  as  follows : — 

The  Stafford$hire  sailed  from  London  for  IGsZbot^n^with  a  general 
Cargo,  and  arrived  in  Melbourne  on  the  4th  of  June,  1869.  The  Ship 

(1)  4  Boh.  245.  of  appeal  in  Chancery  in  Ireland^  and 

(2)  The  appeal  came  hefore  the  thence  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council; 
Judicial  Committee  in  pursuance  of  or,  in  the  first  instance,  direct  to  Her 
the  AdmvraUy  Court  Act  {Ireland)^  Majesty  in  Council.  Sect  105  enacts, 
1867(30  &  31  Vict  c.  114),  which,  hy  that  the  provisions  in  the  several  Acta 
^t.  90,  aholishes  appeals  from  the  in  force  relating  to  the  appellate  juris- 
Court  of  Admiralty  to  the  High  Court  diction  of  Her  Majesty's  Privy  Council 
of  Delegates  in  Irdand;  and  hy  sect  91  in  England,  are  to  extend  and  appl)  to 
giv<^  a  right  of  appeal  to  the  Court  appeab  under  that  Act 

3  Q  2 
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J.  c.       was  under  charter  to  proceed  from  Melbourne  to  CaUao,  and  there 

1872       to  load  a  cargo  of  Guano  for  the  United  Kingdom  ;  but  the  charter- 

^^^       party  was  conditional  on  her  arriving  at  CaUojo  before  the  30th  of 

TH.B^o.  September,  1869. 

New  South       The  Ship  before  she  sailed  from  London  had  been  mortgaged 

*      by  her  Owners^  the  Appellant  and  Captain  Barrett,  to  Ghmm; 

••Stafwro-  *^^  ^  further  security  for  the  advances  which  G^mm  had  made, 
BHiRB.'      the  Owners,  by  a  Letter,  assigned  to  Gumm  the  freight  and  earn- 
ings of  the   Ship,  appointed  him  their  Attorney  to  receive  the 
freight  and  insurance  moneys,  and  constituted  him  Ship's  husband 
and  sole  Agent  for  the  Ship  at  home  and  abroad. 

The  Ship  was  consigned  by  Qumm  to  Messrs.  Dickson  & 
WiUiamSf  of  Melbourne,  as  Ship  Agents  or  Brokers  at  that  port, 
and  this  arrangement  was  confirmed  by  the  Appellant 

After  a  long  voyage,  in  which  the  Vessel  encountered  very  heavy 
weather,  she  arrived  in  Melbourne  in  June,  1889,  leaking  badly; 
and  it  was  considered  necessary  that  she  should  go  into  dock  and 
be  put  on  a  patent  slip,  to  ascertain  where  she  was  leaking  and 
for  repairs.  The  Captain  did  not  know,  and  could  not  have  ascer- 
tained, what  repairs  would  be  required  until  she  had  been  put  on 
the  slip ;  but  he  believed  that  they  would  not  be  of  an  extensive 
character,  and  that  the  freight  in  his  hands,  which  amounted  to 
over  £2,000,  would  be  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  for  all  necessary 
disbursements. 

The  Ship  was  unable  to  get  on  the  slip  until  some  days  after 
the  16th  of  July,  which  was  the  English  mail  day;  it  was  then 
found  that  she  required  extensive  repairs,  and  to  be  caulked, 
metalled,  and  refastened.  The  repairs  were  done  under  the  super- 
vision of  the  Surveyors  of  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and  the 
Vessel  left  the  slip  about  the  12th  of  August. 

By  the  next  mail,  on  the  13th  of  August,  the  Captain  wrote  to 
the  Appellant,  and  also  to  Oumm,  informing  them  of  the  nature  of 
the  repairs  which  had  been  found  to  be  necessary,  and  of  the  pro- 
bable cost,  being  about  £3,000,  and  stating  to  the  Appellant  that 
he  did  not  know  how  the  money  which  would  be  necessary  to  pay 
for  the  repairs  and  other  ^disbursements  of  the  Vessel  was  to  be 
raised.  No  reply  to  these  Letter*^  could  have  been  received  for 
upwards  of  four  months. 
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The  exact  cost  of  the  repairs  was  not  known  until  the  24th  of       j.  o. 

August^  when  the  Shipwrights'  Bill  was  sent  in.    The  amount  of       i872 

the  repairs  alone  was  £3,007.  135.  Id,,  and  there  were  other      swra 

disbursements  necessary  before  the  Vessel  could  be  sent  to  Sea.  __     •• 
...  _  •'  .       .         A  ,^T,  The  Bank  OF 

At  that  time  a  reply  to  a  communication  from  Mmaume  to  New  South 

England  could  not  have  been  received  much  before  December,       ' 

even  if  such  communication  and  such  reply  had  been  forwarded  ««gTTm)BD- 

between  Paint  de  QaUe  and  England  by  Telegram.    There  was  no      shibk  " 

telegraphic  communication  between  Australia  and  Point  de  OaUe, 

and  the  mail  between  those  places  ran  once  a  month  only. 

The  Captain  then  applied  to  the  Ship  Agents,  Messrs.  Dickson  & 
WSliavM,  to  advance  the  amount  required,  over  and  above  the 
freight  he  had  in  hand.  That  Firm  refused  at  first,  but  upon  the 
Shipwright  threatening  to  arrest  the  Ship  and  sell  her,  they  agreed 
to  advance  the  money  upon  a  Bottomry  Bond  of  the  Ship  and  freight. 

Oumm  had  transacted  business  with  Messrs.  Dickson  &  Williams 
for  many  years,  and  it  appeared  that  in  order  to  serve  him  Mr. 
Dickson  suggested  to  the  Captain  (after  it  had  been  agreed  that  a 
Bottomry  Bond  should  be  given)  that  he  would  take  the  Captain's 
draft  on  Oumm  for  the  amount  of  the  Bond  without  premium, 
charging  simply  the  usual  commission,  and  that  if  the  draft  was 
duly  honoured  instructions  should  be  given  that  the  Bond  should 
not  be  enforced.  To  this  the  Captain  agreed,  and  upon  those  terms 
a  Bottomry  Bond  was  executed  on  the  7th  of  September,  1870,  for 
the  sum  of  £3,265.  The  Bond  was  on  the  Ship  and  freight,  to  be 
earned  on  her  intended  voyage  from  Mdboume  to  CaUao,  and  from 
thence  to  any  other  port  or  ports ;  and  it  was  stipulated  that  the 
Bond  was  to  be  absolute  seven  days  after  her  arrival  at  CaUao. 

Before  the  Vessel  sailed  the  Ship's  accounts  were  made  out,  and 
the  Captain  drew  a  Bill,  at  ten  days'  sight,  on  Oumm,  in  favour  of 
Messrs.  Dickson  &  WiUiamSy  for  the  amount  due  to  them,  viz. 
£3^86. 10s.  Id.  Afterwards  the  Captain  drew  another  Bill  for 
£19. 78.  5d[.,  the  amount  of  some  small  accounts  which  he  required 
to  pay.  These  Bills  were  negotiated  by  Dickson  &  Williams 
with  the  Bank  of  New  South  Wales  in  Melbourne,  and  the  Bond  was 
assigned  to  the  Bank  as  security. 

It  was  arranged  between  Messrs.  Dickson  db  Williams  and  the 
^anky  with  tI^^  knowledge  and  consent  of  the  Captain,  that  the 
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J.  0.        Bond  should  be  sent  to  Messrf.  CUbbs,  the  Agents  of  Messrs.  Dickson 

1872       &  WfUiams  at  CaUao,  with  instractions  to  take  the  directions  of 

Smith       ^^  Bank  of  New  South  Wales  in  London  (by  whom  the  Bills  would 

Thb  Bask  of  ^®  presented)  as  to  enforcing  the  Bond.     The  Staffordshire  was 

New  South   expected  to  arrive  at  CaUao  before  the  Bills  reached  London, 

and  it  was,  therefore,  necessary  that  directions  should  be  sent  out 

"STAwom>-  ^  CaSao  by  the  first  mail  after  the  presentation  of  the  Bills  in 
8™B."  London^  in  order  that  Messrs.  OH^  might  know  whether  or  not 
they  were  to  arrest  the  Vessel  under  the  Bond.  These  arrangements 
were  communicated  by  Letter  from  Diekson  &  WiUiams  to  Gumm. 
The  Ship  sailed  from  Melboume  to  OdUao  on  the  11th  of 
September,  1869.  Mr.  Diekson  left  Melboume  on  the  next  day, 
and  arrived  in  London  on  the  30th  of  October,  1869. 

The  drafts  reached  the  Bespondents'  Bank  in,  London  on  the  Idt 
of  November,  1869,  and  were  presented  at  Qumm^s  office  for  accepts 
ance  on  the  same  day,  but  they  were  returned  to  the  Manager  of 
the  Bespondents*  Bank,  with  the  message  that  they  could  not  be 
accepted,  as  Oumm  was  dead.  The  death  of  Oumm  had  taken 
place  on  the  preceding  12th  of  October,  and  as  his  Executors  had 
refused  to  act  no  probate  of  his  Will  or  Letters  of  Administration 
of  his  estate  had  been  granted. 

On  the  same  day  Mr.  Currie,  the  Secretary  of  the  Bespondents' 
Bank,  called  at  QumrrCs  office  and  saw  a  Mr.  Ford^  who  had  for 
many  years  acted  as  Manager  of  ChmmCs  business,  and  was  then 
acting  for  the  Grentlemen  whom  Ghvmm  had  named  as  his  Executors^ 
Ford  then  refused  to  accept  the  Bills. 

The  Bills  were  again  presented  through  a  Notary  on  the  same 
day,  and  were  returned  marked  "  No  advice,"  and  were  then  for- 
mally protested. 

The  next  mail  to  CcHbio  was  on  the  6th  of  November,  and  by  it 
the  Bank  of  New  South  Wales  advised  Messrs.  CUbbs  of  the  dishonour 
of  the  Bills  and  instructed  them  to  enforce  the  Bottomry  Bond. 

The  mail  to  Melboume  went  on  the  5th  of  November,  and  by  it 
the  protest  of  the  Bills  was  sent  out,  and  notice  was  given  to  the 
Bank  at  Melbourne  that  the  Bills  had  been  dishonoured. 

The  Staffordshire  arrived  at  CaUao  and  loaded  under  her  original 
charterparty,  and  she  secured  a  freight  above  the  then  current 
ratej  she  sailed  from  CdBao  on  the  25th  of  January,  1870,  before 
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the  Messrs.  CUtlbs  were  able  to  enforce  the  Bond,  and  arrived  at  J.  0. 
Queenstoum,  in  Irdand^  where  she  was  arrested  by  the  Bondholders  1872 
on  the  13th  of  July,  1870.  ^^ 

On  the  28th  of  April,  1871,  the  suit  came  on  for  hearing  in  the  ^     „^- 
Court  below,  and  the  Judge  (Mr.  Justice  Totmaend),  in  an  elaborate   New  South 

judgment,  pronounced  for  the  validity  of  the  Bottomry  Bond,        

referring  it  to  the  Registrar  to  take  an  account,  and  ascertain  the  ^'Staittobd- 
gixm  due  on  account  of  the  Bond.  sm^' 

The  present  appeal  from  this  decree  was  brought  dii-ect  (1)  to 
Her  Majesty  in  Council. 

Sir  Oeorge  Honyman,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.il.  CoTien,  for  the  Appellant : — 

Contended,  that  no  attempt  was  made  to  procure  the  money,  which 
v^as  absolutely  necessary  to  enable  the  Ship  to  leave  Melbourne,  on 
the  credit  of  Chumm,  or  the  Appellant ;  that  no  communication  was 
made  to  Gumm  or  the  Appellant,  leading  to  the  inference  that  it 
would  be  necessary  to  hypothecate,  and  no  opportunity  had  been 
given  to  either  ol  them  of  supplying  Messrs.  Dickson  dt  WtUiams 
with  the  requisite  credit  or  funds,  as  they  would  have  done ;  that 
the  fact  that  no  advertisements  for  tenders  were  published  at  Mel- 
hume,  applied  with  especial  force  to  the  position  of  the  Appellant, 
on  the  ground,  that  Messrs.  Dickson  &  Williams  were  Ship  Agents 
for  the  Ship,  and  aware  of  the  mercantile  position  of  Chimm  as 
Mortgagee ;  that  Messrs.  Dickson  db  WiUiams,  as  Agents  for  the  Ship, 
ought  to  have  been  cognisant  of  the  amount  which  was  being  ex- 
pended on  the  repairs  of  the  Vessel ;  and  that  the  terms  of  the 
the  Bond,  the  items  for  which  the  same  was  given,  and  the  maritime 
premium  thereby  made  payable,  were  such  as  to  make  the  Bond, 
under  the  circumstances,  void  against  Messrs.  Dickson  &  WiUiams, 
as  Agents  for  the  Ship,  and  against  the  Bespondents,  who  had  no 
better  titla    They  contended,  further,  that  the  Bottomry  Bond  was 
void  by  reason  of  Messrs.  Dickson  &  Williams  having  taken  the  Bills 
drawn  by  Captain  Barrett  on  Qwnm,  or  had  become  void  or  inca- 
pable of  being  put  into  suit  by  reason  of  Messrs.  Dickson  &  Wil- 
Hants  having  negotiated  the  Bills,  and^that  the  agreement  and 
condition  upon  which  the  Bond  was  given  had  been  violated  by 
Messrs.  Dickson  &  Williams  and  the  Bespondents.    That  the  Bills 
(1)  See  Foot-note,  ante,  p.  195. 
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J.O.       were  never  duly  presented  nor  dishonoured ;  referring  to  Van  Wart 
1872       V.  WooUey  (1) ;  The  Hero  (2) ;  Byles  on  Bills,  pp.  183, 203 ;  (JhiOy  on 
SMira      Bills,  p.  246  [lOth  Ed.] ;  Bayley  on  Bills,  p.  219  [5th  Ed.] ;  Story  on 
The  b!1^of  ^"^^^  ^^  Exchange,  §  372 ;  and  submitted,  that  before  the  maturity 
Nkw  Sotjth  of  the  Bills  the  amount  of  the  Bills  was  offered  to  the  Respondents, 
—  '      who  refused  to  accept  the  same,  except  on  the  fulfilment  of  con- 
**Staftobd-  ditions  which  they  had  no  right  to  impose;  that  the  Bespondentp, 
*"^"      who  had  no  better  title  than  Messrs.  Biehon  &  WSHams,  acted 
unjustly  and  inequitably  in  giving  directions  that  the  Bond  should 
be  enforced,  and  by  refusing  to  revoke  those  directions  when  the 
amount  of  the  Bills  was  offered  to  them ;  and,  lastly,  they  insisted, 
that  the  Bond  could  not  attach  on  the  freight  which  was  subse- 
quently earned  after  the  Bond  became  absolute.   They  cited  the  fol- 
lowing authorities : — Parens  on  Shipping,  B,  I.,  ch.  6,  s.  8,  and  the 
authorities  there  referred  to ;  The  Karnak  (3)  ;  The  Panama  (4) ; 
The  Prince  of  8axe-C6bourg  (5). ; 

Mr.  Butty  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  /.  G.  Mafhew,  for  the  Respondents : — 

Insisted,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Admiral  ty  of  Jr«Zajne2  was 
right,  as  the  Bottomry  Bond  was  shewn  to  have  been  the  primary, 
and  not  a  collaterali  security ;  that  the  arrangement  as  to  the  Bills 
formed  no  part  of  the  contract  upon  which  the  money  was  agreed 
to  be  advanced,  and  could  not  control  the  Bond ;  and  that  even  if 
it  were  the  duty  of  the  holders  of  the  Bills  to  have  the  Bills  duly 
presented  before  the  Bond  could  be  enforced,  that  condition  bad 
been  complied  with.  That  the  Bottomry  Bond  was  a  valid  Bond, 
as  it  was  not  reasonably  practical  for  the  Captain  to  have  com- 
municated with  the  Appellant ;  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  High 
'  Court  of  Admiralty  of  Ireland  was  fuUy  supported  by  the  evidence. 
They  referred  to  and  relied  on  the  following  cases :  The  Ariadne  (6) ; 
Stainbanh  v.  Fenning  (7) ;  Siainbanh  v.  Shepard  (8) ;  The  Lard 
Cochrane{9);  The  Tartar (10);  The  Emteliff {11) ;  The  Jacob (12); 
Parsons  on  Shipping,  B,  1.,  p.  163. 

(1)  3  B.  &  C.  439.  (7)  11  C.  B.  51. 

(2)  2  Dod.  144.  (8)  13  C.  B.  418-441. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  C.  505.  (9)  2  W.  Hob.  335. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  0,  199.  (10)  1  Hagg.  Ad.  Rep.  1. 

(5)  3  Moore's  P.  C.  Coses,  1.  (11)  2  Hagg.  Ad.  Rep.  281, 

(6)  1  W.  Rob.  411.  (12)  4  Rob.  246. 
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Their  Lordships*  judgment  was  pronounced  by 

The  Lord  Justice  Mellish  : — 
This  18  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  ^ 


J.o. 

1872 


Smith 

V, 

-__  The  Bavk  of 

Ireland,  in  favour  of  a  Bottomry  Bond.    There  is  a  very  elaborate  new  South 

judgment  of  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  below,  and  their      ^^^^^ 


Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  go  minutely  into  the  facts  of 
the  case,  as  far  as  regards  those  parts  of  the  case  in  which  they 
thoroughly  agree  with  that  learned  Judge. 

The  general  facts  were,  that  the  Staffordshire,  which  was  the  Ship 
bound  by  the  Bottomry  Bond,  had  been  previously  mortgaged  to 
(hmm,  and  the  freight  to  be  earned  on  the  voyage  to  Mdboume 
and  round  from  Mdboume  to  Callao  and  back,  taking  a  cargo  of 
Guano  from  the  Ghinchas  to  England,  had  also  been  pledged  by 
a  Letter  from  the  Owners  to  Gumm,  and  Oumm  was  to  have  the 
appointment  of  the  different  persons  to  whom  the  Ship  was  to 
be  consigned,  the  Ship  Agents,  so  that  he  might  have  a  control 
oyer  the  freight.    He  consigned  the  Ship  to  Messrs.  Dieison  & 
WtlUama  of  Me^ourne.     The  part-owner,  Smith,  the  Appellant 
{Barrett,  the  Captain,  being  also  a  part  Owner),  wrote  confirm- 
ing  that  appointment,  but  as  there  was  a  considerable  sum,  more 
than  £2,000,  to  be  received  at  Melboume  for  the  freight  on  the 
outward  voyage,  it  was  evidently  anticipated  at  first  by  all  parties 
that  that  sum  would  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  disbursements  in 
Udbowme,  The  Ship  having  encountered  bad  weather,  on  its  arrival 
at  MeUbowme  wanted  some  repairp,  and  the  repairs  were  commenced ; 
but  in  the  Letters  which  were  first  written  it  appeared  clearly  to 
have  been  anticipated  that  the  freight  would  have  been  sufficient  for 
the  payment  of  the  cost  of  the  repairs.     The  repairs,  therefore, 
proceeded,  and  in  August  the  parties  were  informed  that  a  consider- 
ably larger  sum  was  being  expended  than  was  anticipated,  namely, 
£2,000.    Even  at  the  time  when  they  wrote  by  the  mail  in  August 
they  do  not  appear  to  have  made  up  their  minds  that  any  Bottomry 
Bond  was  necessary ;  but  when  the  repairs  of  the  Ship  were  finished 
at  the  beginning  of  September,  and  they  found  that  they  amounted 
to  upwards  of  £3,000,  then  the  Ship  Agents  said  that  they  could  not 
pay  that  lai^e  sum,  which  the  persons  who  had  repaired  the  Ship 
vere  entitled  to  receive,  and  in  respect  of  which  they  threatened 
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J.  0.        to  put  the  Ship  into  the  Court  of  Admiralty ;  unless  they  got  a 

1872         security  on  bottomry,  and  on  that  this  Bottomry  Bond  was  given. 

Smith  The  first  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  Bottomry 

The  Bank  of  ^^^^  ^^^  generally  good  with  reference  to  the  rules  whioh  are  well 

Nkw  South  established  in  the  Courts  respecting  Bottomry  Bonds.    First  it  was 

said,  that  it  was  not  suflSciently  proved  that  it  was  given  for  neces- 

«  Staftord-  sari^ ;  that  a  large  sum  appeared  to  have  been  expended  in  repair- 
ing the  Ship.  It  was  also  said  that  the  Ship  had  been  entirely 
rebuilt,  and  that  there  could  only  be  expended  on  Bottomry  a  suffi- 
cient sum  for  the  repairs  that  were  necessary  for  the  particular 
voyage.  When  it  is  considered  that  the  voyage  was  to  go  to 
Calladf  and  then  to  the  Chincha  Idands,  and  take  a  Cargo  of 
Guano  for  Enffland,  which  is  notoriously  one  of  the  heaviest 
Cargoes  that  can  be  obtained  and  carried  by  a  Ship,  it  is  very 
difficult  to  suppose  that  more  repairs  could  have  been  effected 
than  what  would  be  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  such  a  voyage. 

But  however  that  might  be,  it  is  clear  that  a  very  large  portion, 
if  not  the  whole  of  the  sum  advanced  must  have  been  for  necessary 
repairs.  The  question  of  amount  is  to  be  referred  to  the  Begistrar, 
and,  therefore,  it  is  clear  the  Bond  cannot  be  held  bad,  because  it 
was  not  taken  for  necessary  expenses. 

It  is  next  said,  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence  that  the 
money  could  not  have  been  borrowed  on  the  personal  credit  either 
of  Chjbmm,  or  the  in  part  Shipowner  Smithy  and  that  there  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  that  the  Master  attempted  to  borrow  money  on 
their  personal  credit.  The  answer  to  that  appears  to  be,  that  there 
was  no  power  in  anybody  to  pledge  the  personal  credit  of  Ghmm, 
He  was  not  the  Owner,  only  the  Mortgagee  of  the  Ship.  He  had, 
no  doubt^  put  the  Ship  into  the  hands  of  Dickson  dk  Williams, 
the  Ship  Agents,  but  it  appears  very  doubtful,  whether  his  credit 
could  have  been  pledged  even  to  them,  and  certainly  there  is 
no  evidence  that  he  gave  Dickson  &  WiUiama  any  authority  to 
borrow  money  on  his  credit  from  anybody  else.  Therefore,  it  is 
wholly  immaterial  that  Oumm  was  a  person  in  good  credit,  because 
money  could  not  be  borrowed  on  his  credit. 

As  respects  the  Appellant,  Smith,  the  Shipowner,  there  is  not 
the  slightest  reason  to  suppose  that  he  was  a  person  in  any  credit 
at  Melboume,  and  it  really  appears  to  their  Lordships  it  would 
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haje  been  perfectly  idle  to  advertise  for  anybody  to  lend  money  J.  0. 
on  his  personal  credity  because  it  was  plain  that  nobody  would  lend  1872 
money  on  such  credit  Smith 

It  was  next  said,  that  the  Master  ought  to  have  communicated  .j,^  p^  ^^ 
to  Gumm  and  Smith  in  Enffland,  before  he  borrowed  the  money  on  N^  South 

Bottomry.    The  answer  to  that  appears  to  be,  that  there  was  really       

no  opportunity  of  doing  it.    They  did  not  know  certainly  before  the  «  staftobd- 

mail  went  out  in  August  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  borrow  money      *f^' ' 

on  bottomry,  and  it  appears  very  doubtful  whether  they  really  knew 

it  then,  and  whether  they  fairly  knew  it  before  September.   But  even 

if  it  be  assumed  that  they  knew  it  in  August,  there  was  no  direct 

communication  by  telegraph.    The  message  would  hare  had  to  be 

sent  to  Point  de  OaUe  by  Steamer,  and  by  telegraph  from  Point  de 

QaOe  to  England.    Sending  in  that  doubtful  way,  first  writing  a 

Letter  to  the  parties  to  frame  the  telegram  at  Point  de  GaUey  and 

then  to  send  it  by  telegraph,  it  would  have  been  very  diflScult  to  give 

any  thorough  account  of  the  state  of  things ;  and  even  if  it  could 

be  done,  it  would  have  taken  certainly  more  than  two,  and  probably 

fnll  three  months  before  the  answer  could  have  been  got  back. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  appears  to  their  Lordships,  that  it 
was  not  necessary,  it  would  have  been,  in  fact>  very  unadvisable, 
to  have  kept  the  Ship  at  Melbourne  all  that  time,  more  particularly 
as  the  Captain  himself  was  a  part  Owner,  and,  therefore,  quite  as 
able  to  judge  as  Smith  was,  what  was  desirable  to  be  done ;  and  more 
particularly  also  it  is  to  be  taken  into  account  that,  after  all,  the 
parties  were  not  pledged  to  the  Bottomry  Bond  because  a  Bill  was 
drawn  on  Qummy  and,  which  is  very  material  in  another  part  of 
the  case,  it  was  agreed  at  the  time  when  the  Bottomry  Bond 
was  given,  that  if  that  Bill  was  accepted  and  paid  when  it  became 
dne,  then  the  Bottomry  Bond  was  not  to  be  enforced. 

But  then  it  was  urged  very  strongly  by  Mr.  Cohen  that  the  Law 
looks  with  great  suspicion  upon  a  Bottomry  Bond  given  in  favour 
of  the  Ship  Agents,  and  that  on  that  account,  even  although  this 
might  have  been  good  if  it  had  been  given  to  some  other  person,  it 
was  not  good  considering  it  was  given  to  the  Ship  Agents;  and 
some  passages  were  cited  from  Lord  StoweHs  judgment  in  the  case 
of  The  Hero  (1),  in  which  he  says  with  respect  to  an  Agent,  ^  Gases 

(1)  2  Dod.  144. 
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J.  0.       may  possibly  arise  in  which  an  Agent  may  be  justified  in  so  doing. 

1872        It  can  be  no  part  of  his  duty  to  advance  money  without  a  fair 

0^^       expectation  of  being  reimbursed,  and  if  he  finds  it  nnsafe  to  extend 

T     B*'*         credit  to  his  Employers  beyond  certain  reasonable  limits,  he  may 

Xew  South  then  surely  be  at  liberty  to  hold  hard,  and  to  say,  *  I  give  up  the 

'      character  of  Agent,'  and,  as  any  other  Merchant  might,  to  lend  his 

'•Stattord-  inoney  upon  Bond  to  secure  its  payment,  with  maritime  interest.  If 
BHiBB."  in  guch  a  case  he  gives  fair  notice  that  he  will  not  make  any 
further  advances  as  Agent,  and  affords  the  Master  an  opportunity 
of  trying  to  get  money  elsewhere,  and  the  Master  is  unable  to  do 
so,  but  is  obliged  to  come  back  to  him  for  a  supply,  then,  he  is 
fairly  at  liberty,  like  any  other  Merchant,  to  advance  the  money 
on  a  security  that  is  more  satisfactory  to  himself.'* 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships,  that  practically  the  Ship  Agents  in 
this  case  did  really  act  and  do  everything  that  they  were  required 
to  do  as  laid  down  by  Lord  SioweUy  because  they  did  give  fair 
notice  to  the  Master  that  they  would  not  make  any  further  ad« 
vance.  They  told  the  Master,  "  This  Bill  is  so  very  large  that  we 
shall  not  be  able  ourselves  to  advance  the  money  to  pay  it ;"  and 
they  did  give  the  Master  the  opportunity  of  borrowing  money 
elsewhere,  which  does  nut  appear  to  mean,  as  was  argued,  to 
borrow  money  upon  Bottomry  elsewhere,  but  to  borrow  money 
elsewhere  on  the  personal  credit  of  the  Owners. 

It  is  perfectly  plain  that  the  Master  could  not  borrow  money 
on  the  personal  credit  of  the  Owners.    Then  he  comes  back  to 
the  Ship  Agents.    The  reason  why  the  Law  looks  with  suspicion 
on  money  advanced  by  the  Agent  is,  that  the  Agent  to  some 
extent,  at  any  rate  in  most  cases,  agrees  that  he  will  make  some 
advances  on  the  personal  credit  of  the  Shipowner.    The  Ship- 
owner in  ordinary  cases  has  put  the  Ship  into  his  hands  and  he  is 
dealing  with  him ;  but  in  the  present  case  it  would  be  Tery  diffi- 
cult to  say,  that  the  Agents,  Messrs.  Dickson  (&  Williams,   at 
Melbourne,  agreed  to  advance  one  farthing  on  the  credit  of  Smith, 
the  Shipowner,  the  Ship  really  being  put  into  their  hands   by 
Oumm,  the  Mortgagee.    They  would  have  been  quite  willing  ap- 
parently to  advance  money  on  the  credit  of  the  Mortgagee,  Oumtn, 
but  then  it  was  doubtful,  whether  Qumm's  credit  was  really 
pledged.    As  to  Smithy  they  looked  upon  him  as  a  person  of  no 
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credit,  and  never  intended  or  held  out  the  least  in  the  world  that        J.  C. 
they  wonld  advance  money  to  him.  1872 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that,  under  these  circumstances,  it      suith 
was  a  perfectly  fair  transaction   for  them  to  say  to  the  Master  ,p^  ^^-^^  ^^ 
*'  Ton  must  give  us  a  Bottomry  Bond ;  but  you  shall  draw  a  Bill  New  Sodtu 

on  Gumms  who  is  a  person  in  good  credit,  and  who  has  put  the       ' 

Ship  into  our  hands,  and  who  may  be  desirous  to  prevent  the  «STAFFoai> 
Bottomry  premium  being  incurred,  and  so  his  security  on  the      bhire;' 
Ship  being  lessened ;  he  may  prefer  to  pay  these  expenses  rather 
than  to  have  his  security  lessened  by  the  Bottomry  Bond  being 
enforced  against  the  Ship.    Still  draw  a  Bill  on  him,  and  if  he 
pays  that  Bill  well  and  good ;  then  there  will  be  no  Bottomry." 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that,  under  the  circumstances,  that 
was  a  perfectly  fair  mode  of  dealing  on  the  part  of  the  Ship  Agents, 
and  that  it  would  be  wrong  to  hold  that  the  Bottomry  Bond  was 
bad  on  the  ground  that  it  was  given  to  the  Mortgagees'  Agents. 

Neither  does  it  appear  that  there  was  the  least  reason  to 
suppose  that  anybody  else  would  have  advanced  money  on  Bot- 
tomry on  the  same  conditions.  Other  parties  very  likely  might 
have  been  found  to  advance  money  on  Bottomry  for  the  voyage. 
They  would  have  expected  to  have  obtained  their  Bottomry  pre- 
mium, at  all  events  if  the  Ship  arrived,  and  it  is  not  likely  that 
anybody  else  would  have  been  content  to  draw  a  Bill  on  Oumm 
ani  take  the  chance  of  that  being  paid,  and  say,  if  that  is  paid, 
then  the  Bottomry  Bond  is  not  to  be  enforced. 

Therefore,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  their  Lordships  agree  with 
the  judgment  of  the  learned  Judge  in  the  Court  below,  that  the 
Bottomry  Bond  is  perfectly  valid. 

The  next,  and  a  very  important  part  of  the  case  is  this : — It  is 
said  that  the  Bill  of  Exchange  was  never  properly  presented, 
and  never  properly  dishonoured,  and  that  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
in  Irdandf  as  a  Court  of  Equity,  ought  to  have  prevented  the 
Bond  being  enforced,  and  ought  to  have  decreed  that  all  that  the 
parties  were  entitled  to  was  to  have  the  Bill  pf  Exchange  paid. 

The  circumstances  on  that  part  of  the  case  were  these : — ^The 
BQl  on  Oumm  was  drawn  at  ten  days'  sights  and  there  appears  to 
have  been  a  reason  why  it  was  drawn  on  a  few  days'  sight,  and 
why  it  was  important  that  it  should  be  accepted  immediately^ 
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J.O.       namely,  that  it  was  known  that  the  voyage  to  CdHao  wonld  pro- 

1872        bably  not  last  very  much  longer  than  the  time  it  would  take  for 

Smith       the  Bill  to  arrive  in  England,  and  that  if  the  Ship  was  to  be 

The  Bank  op  ^^^^^  ^^^  ^he  Bottomry  Bond  was  to  be  enforced  at  Cdllao,  there 

NewSouth  would  be  very  little  time  left  after  the  Bill  arrived,  before  it  would 

be  necessary  to  send  out  orders  from  Enffland  to  seize  the  Ship  at 

Callao. 

The  Bill  arrived  in  England  on  the  1st  of  November,  and,  un- 
fortunately, Oumm  had  died  some  weeks  before,  which  has  caused 
the  whole  difficulty  in  this  part  of  the  case.  The  Bill  had  been 
sold  to  a  Bank  in  JUeOxmime,  and  the  Bottomry  Bond  had  been 
also  deposited  with  the  Bank  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  the 
Bill,  and  the  Bill  with  the  Bond  had  been  sent  over  to  the  Bank's 
Agents  in  London.  The  Bill  was  sent  to  Ouinm^s  office  to  be  pre- 
sented  in  the  ordinary  way,  Ourrie,  the  Manage  of  the  Bank,  not 
being  aware  that  Oumm  was  dead.  When  the  per»ott  seift  comes 
there,  he  finds  Ford,  who  had  been  the  Manager  of  the  business 
during  ChiinvfCs  lifetime.  Qumm  had  been  for  some  time  appa- 
rently confined  to  his  bed,  and  Ford  had  had  the  entire  manage- 
ment of  his  business,  and  Ford  is  found  there.  The  evidence  of 
the  different  Witnesses  do  not  very  accurately  agree  as  to  what  took 
place.  At  any  rate.  Ford  would  not  accept  the  BiU,  but  he  was 
the  person  who  first  gave  information  that  Chumm  was  dead,  and 
that  he  had  left  Executors.  The  holder  of  the  Bill  came  a  second 
time,  and  a  third  time,  and  Currie  went  himself,  and  then  notice  was 
given  that  one  of  the  Executors  was  abroad.  He  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  told  who  the  other  Executor  was,  neither  did  Currie 
inquire.  The  Bill  certainly  was  not  accepted,  and  Ford  says  that  be 
had  no  authority  to  accept,  and  he  says  he  did  not  lead  them  to 
believe  that  he  dishonoured  the  Bill  on  the  part  of  the  Executors. 
Their  Lordships  cannot  help  thinking  that  there  must  have  been 
an  impression  given  to  Currie  that  Ford  did  profess  to  act  for  the 
Executors,  and  did  tell  him  that  the  Bill  would  not  be  accepted. 
He  told  them  on  one  of  the  occasions  that  he  repudiated  the 
transaction  altogether,  and  thought  the  Bottomry  Bond  was 
altogether  invalid. 

This  having  taken  place,  a  Notary  is  sent    The  Notary  appears 
not  to  have  been  told  that  Ctumm  was  dead,  and,  therefore,  he 
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merely  presented  the  Bill  and  caused  it  to  be  protested  in  the  j.  o. 
ordinary  way.  Hattetty  one  of  the  persons  who  had  been  named  in  1872 
the  Will  of  Chimm  as  Executor,  was  living  in  London,  and  Ford  8,^^^ 
communicated  with  him ;  therefore,  HaUett  certainly  had  informa-  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^ 
tion  that  this  Bill  had  been  presented.  He  referred  them  to  the 
Solicitors*  who  had  acted  for  GMinm,and  were  apparently  acting  for 
the  Executors.  What  precisely  passed  with  the  Solicitors  does  not 
appear,  but  communications  were  had  by  Ford  with  Smith,  or  per- 
sons acting  for  Smith,  for  the  purpose  of  endeavouring  to  raise  money 
for  paying  the  Bill,  and  Ford  called  on  Currie  on  the  5th  of  No- 
Tember,  1869,  and  left  a  Letter  which,  whether  he  had  authority 
from  the  Executors  or  not,  professed  to  be  written  by  the  autho- 
rity of  the  Executors,  and  asked  that  the  Bill  should  be  presented 
again  when  it  became  due.  But  they  did  not  hold  out  or  make 
any  promise  that  it  would  be  paid.  Then  Ourrie  told  them  that 
the  BiU  would  be  sent  out  on  the  6th,  which  was  the  day  when 
the  mail  left,  which  would  take  the  orders  to  CaUao ;  and  he 
told  them  that,  unless  the  Bill  was  paid  that  night,  unless  they 
produced  the  cash,  he  should  send  out  the  Bond  to  Callao  for  the 
purpose  of  being  enforced ;  and  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that 
there  was  no  distinct  promise  that  the  money  should  be  paid 
prior  to  the  time  when  the  Bond  was  sent  ouL 

The  main  question  to  be  decided  really  is,  whether  the  Bond 
vas  sent  out  too  soon.  After  the  Bond  had  been  sent  out  there 
were  a  variety  of  negotiations,  and  before  the  time  when  the  ten 
days  and  the  days  of  grace  would  have  elapsed ;  assuming  the  pre- 
^ntment  to  have  been  good,  there  was  a  promise  that  if  the  Bond 
and  the  Bill  were  given  up  the  amount  of  the  Bill  would  be  paid ; 
bat  then,  the  Bond  having  gone  out  that  could  not  be  done,  and  a 
daim  was  made  for  an  indemnity  that  was  refused ;  and  further 
negotiations  went  on,  and  the  result  was  that  the  parties  never 
agreed. 

The  question,  then,  is,  was  the  Bill  presented  ?  Their  Lordships 
think  that  it  is  hardly  necessary  in  deciding  this  case  to  say, 
whether  the  Bill  was  presented,  or  that  it  would  have  been  a  good 
presentment  of  the  Bill  for  the  purpose  of  giving  notice  of  dis- 
honour to  prior  parties  to  the  Bill.  There  appears  to  be  very  little 
authority  indeed  as  to  what  is  to  be  done  to  present  a  Bill  under 
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J.  0.       these  circumstances.   It  is  laid  down  in  Mr.  Justice  JSyZes'  Book  on 

1872       Bills  that  if  the  Drawee  of  a  Bill  is  dead  the  party  ought  to  in- 

Smith      quire  for  his  personal  representative.    But  in  the  present  case  no 

The  Bank  o»  adn^i^istJ^^tion  had  been  taken  out,  and  no  Will  had  been  proved. 

New  South  Then  if  a  party  who  presents  a  Bill  is  informed  that  there  has  been 
— . '      a  Will,  and  persons  named  in  the  Will  as  Executors,  but  who  have 

«t  Stabw)bi>-  ^o*  taken  out  Probate,  who  have  not  determined  whether  they  will 
8HIRE/*  q^ij  qj.  j^Qf^  ig  hg  bound  to  present  it  to  such  a  person  who  may  or 
may  not  afterwards  take  out  Probate,  or  may  or  may  not  after- 
wards turn  out  to  be  the  Executor  ?  There  is  very  great  difficulty 
in  that.  There  seems  great  difficulty  in  saying  that  a  person  would 
be  bound  to  take  the  acceptance  of  anybody  whose  authority  to  give 
that  acceptance,  and  whose  authority  as  Executor,  had  not  been 
recognised  by  Probate  being  granted. 

Their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  give  a  decisive 
opinion  on  that  question,  because  they  agree  with  the  argument 
that  they  have  heard  that  the  real  question  here  is,  did  the  parties 
do,  under  all  the  circumstances,  what  was  reasonable  for  the  pur- 
pose  of  getting  the  Bill  accepted  and  paid  ?  Their  Lordships  are 
of  opinion,  that  it  is  clear  that  if  the  Bill  had  been  presented 
to  HaUetty  who  was  the  only  person  named  as  Executor  in  Ei^ 
land,  it  would  have  had  no  effect ;  that  he  would  have  refused 
to  accept  it,  and  that  presentment  to  him  would  not  have  really 
made  any  difference  in  the  case.  Look  at  what  the  position  of 
HaUett  was.  Oumm  was  not  liable  for  this  amount.  It  would  have 
been  a  very  serious  thing  indeed  for  any  Executor  to  accept  a  Bill 
drawn  upon  his  Testator  for  a  debt  for  which  his  Testator  was  not 
actually  liable.  HaUett  was  informed  by  Ford  of  the  Bill  having 
been  drawn  and  presented.  He  referred  to  his  Attorney,  who  afte^ 
wards  appeared  in  some  of  the  negotiations,  and  was  present  at 
them.  If  EaUett  had  really  intended  to  accept  it  there  was  ample 
opportunity  for  them  to  have  seen  and  informed  Owrrie  that  the 
Bill  would  have  been  accepted ;  but  before  the  Bond  was  sent 
out  the  Executors  never  offered  to  accept,  neither  did  anybody 
offer  to  accept,  nor  did  anybody  offer  to  promise  to  pay;  hut 
all  that  was  said  was,  '*  We  desire  that  you  should  keep  this  Bill 
for  some  more  days,  until  in  the  ordinary  course  it  becomes  dae, 
and  then  present  it  again."    Was  Currie  bound  to  wait  under 
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these  circumstances?    Their  Lordships  think  he  was  not,  and  for       j.  c. 
this  reason ;  time  was  very  material.    It  was  knowu  that  even  if       1872 
they  sent  out  by  that  mail  it  was  very  doubtful  whether  the  Bond      gjjjj^ 
would  arrive  out  in  time  at  CaUao  in  order  to  stop  the  Ship.  If  the  ^^  ^^  ^^ 
Ship  left  CdBao  the  consequence  would  be  that  it  would  go  to  the  New  South 

ChineJuis,  take  in  a  cargo  of  Guano,  and  there  would  be  all  the       ' 

risk  of  the  voyage  from  the  Chinehas  to  England  ;  and  moreover,  ^  stT^rd- 
though  possibly  the  parties  did  not  know  that  such  was  the  law,      shibe." 
the  Bond  having  become  due,  and  being  forfeited  seven  days  after 
the  arrival  of  the  Ship  at  GSs22ao,  the  Bottomry  holders  would 
haye  had  no  insurable  interest  on  the  subsequent  voyage. 

Under  these  circumstances  it  was  very  material  that  they 
should  send  out  the  Bond  by  the  first  mail,  and  the  other  parties 
mast  have  been,  or  at  any  rate  ought  to  have  been,  aware  of 
that 

Therefore,  on  the  whole  it  appears  to  their  Lordships,  that  the 
Bond  was  not  sent  out  too  early,  that  there  was  no  violation  of 
the  agreement  which  Messrs.  Dickson  &  Williams  had  made  at 
the  time  the  Bond  and  the  Bill  of  exchange  was  taken,  that  they 
would  give  the  opportunity  to  Oumm  of  accepting  and  paying  the 
Bill  before  they  would  enforce  the^  Bond.  Ko  doubt  it  was  a  mis- 
fortone  for  which  nobody  was  answerable,  that  Oumm  happened  to 
be  dead.  But  still  their  Lordships  think,  that  the  Bill  having  arrived, 
and  there  being  several  days  during  which  the  Bank  could  get 
neither  acceptance  nor  payment  before  the  next  mail  went  out, 
thev  were  justi^ed  in  sending  out  orders  by  that  mail  with  the 
Bond,  to  have  the  Bond  enforced. 

The  next  question  to  be  decided  is  this :  was  the  Bond  so  drawn 
as  to  hypothecate  any  freight  which  might  be  earned  between 
CaSao  and  England ;  the  Bond  was  made  payable  at  CaUaOy  and 
it  is  objected  that  though  the  Bond  may  be  generally  good,  yet 
it  is  bad  as  respects  subsequent  freight.  And  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion,  that  the  Bond  does  not  validly  hypothecate  such  freight, 
although  it  was  admitted  that  the  Bond  being  bad  in  that  respect 
does  not  make  it  entirely  bad,  but  that  it  is  still  good  as  respects 
the  Ship.  An  ordinary  Bottomry  Bond  beyond  all  question  only 
pledges  the  Ship,  and  sometimes  the  Cargo  and  the  freight  to 
be  earned  on  the  voyage  which  is  to  be  accomplished  before  the 

You  IV.  3  R 
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J.  0.        Bottomry  Bond  becomes  payable ;  and  their  Lordships  have  not 

1872        been  referred  to  any  case  in  which  freight  to  be  earned  on  a  sab- 

'     SioTH      sequent  voyage  has  been  included  in  a  Bottomry  Bond.    It  was  held 

The  Bahk  of  ^^  ^^  Jacob  (1)  that  the  subsequent  freight  under  very  peculiar 

N^  South  circumstances  might  be  liable^  but  therfe  is  no  form  of  a  Bottomry 

Bond  produced  which  on  the  &ce  of  it  professes  to  charge  and 

*'STAm)iu>-  hypothecate  the  subsequent  freight;  and  their  Lordships  are  of 

8HM/'  opinion,  that  subsequent  freight  cannot  be  hypothecated,  for  this 
reason :  That  by  the  very  nature  of  a  Bottomry  Bond  the  peison 
who  takes  it  is  to  become  liable  for  the  Maritime  risk,  and,  therefore, 
nothing  can  be  hypothecated,  except  something  which  is  in  danger 
of  perishing  by  Maritime  risk  during  the  time  that  the  Bond  is 
running.  But  here  that  freight  was  not  begun  to  be  earned,  the 
Cargo  was  not  loaded  on  board  until  after  the  Bond  was  forfeited, 
and  when  no  Maritime  risk  was  being  run  by  the  person  who  had 
advanced  his  money  on  bottomry,  because  the  Bond  being  forfeited 
he  already  had  got  the  personal  security  of  the  Master.  And, 
moreover,  if  there  can  be  a  valid  pledge  of  the  subsequent  freight 
it  does  not  appear  why  there  should  not  be  a  valid  pledge  of  the 
freight  until  the  Bottomry  Bond  holder  chooses  to  seize  the  Ship. 
It  is  difficult  to  see  where  the  end  of  it  would  be. 

The  only  case  which  has  been  cited  was  the  case  of  The  Jacob  (1) ; 
it  is  unnecessary  to  say,  whether  that  was  rightly  decided,  but  it 
hardly  appears  to  be  an  authority  on  the  question,  for  there  the 
subsequent  freight  had  not  been  hypothecated ;  but  Lord  SUmll 
came  to  the  conclusion  that  by  deviating  from  the  proper  voyage, 
and  from  going  away  too  early,  the  Shipowner  had  wrongfully  de- 
prived the  Bottomry  Bond  holder  of  the  freight  which  really  was 
pledged,  namely,  the  freight  to  be  earned  in  the  current  voyage, 
and  that,  therefore,  it  was  right,  the  Ship  having  got  away  before 
it  could  be  seized,  to  hold  that  the  subsequent  freight  conld  be 
seized.  Their  Lordships  give  no  opinion,  whether  that  was  right  or 
wrong,  but  that  case  does  not  appear  to  be  an  authority  for  giving 
a  pledge  of  the  subsequent  freight.  Their  Lordships  have  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  no  valid  pledge  of  the  subsequent 
freight. 
The  question  then  arises,  what  ought  to  be  done  ?  Both  Ship  and 
(1)  4  Kob.  245. 
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freight  were  seized  when  the  Ship  arrived  at  Cork.  Bail  was  given        J.  0. 
generally,  and  the  Ship  was  released,  and  earned  freight  subse-        1872 
quently.    Then  it  was  said,  that  becanse  the  bail  had  been  given       Smict 
generally,  and  Ship  and  freight  had  been  released,  there  conld  be  ,p^  ^^'^^  ^^ 
no  subsequent  inquiry  into  the  value  of  the  Ship  and  freight ;  but  Nbw  Soijth 

practically  the  parties  by  giving  bail  must  be  considered  to  have       

agreed  that  if  the  Bond  was  held  to  be  valid  in  any  part  then  the   ^STAnoBD- 
bail  would  pay  the  amount  of  the  Bottomry  Bond,  which  was  the      «^°^* 
amount  for  which  they  had  given  bail.    Their  Lordships  find  that 
that  is  not  the  rule  in  the  Admiralty  Courts,  but  that  after  bail 
has  been  given,  on  a  proper  case  being  made  out,  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  will  go  into  the  question,  whether  the  res  which  was 
seized — ^the  whole  of  the  property  which  was  attached — ^was  of 
more  or  less  value  than  the  amount  for  which  bail  was  given,  and 
if  it  is  found  that  it  is  of  less  value,  then  the  parties  will  only 
be  obliged  to  pay  the  amount  of  that.     That  appears  to  have 
been  decided  by  Dr.  Luahington  in  the  case  of  The  Duehesse  de 
BrdbarU  (1) ;  but  that  was  a  case  of  collision.    The  marginal  note 
is,  "  The  bail  is  only  liable  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the 
Ship  and  freight,  and  not  for  the  full  amount  of  the  damage  done, 
even  although,  as  in  the  present  case,  bail  may  have  been  given 
for  a  sum  beyond  the  value  of  the  Ship  and  freight ;"  and  there 
it  was  decided,  that  on  a  proper  case  being  made  out,  a  subse- 
quent inquiry  may  be  made  into  the  value  of  the  Ship  and  freight, 
notwithstanding  bail  has  been  given  for  a  larger  sum.    If  that 
may  be  so  when  both  Ship  and  freight  are  held  to  be  liable,  a 
foriicriy  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  it  would  be  the  case 
if  the  Court  comes  to  the  decision  that  though  the  Ship  is  liable 
the  freight  is  not ;  and,  therefore,  they  are  of  opinion,  that  the  de- 
cree of  the  Court  below  ought  to  be  varied  by  declaring  that  the 
Bottomry  Bond  was  not  a  valid  hypothecation  of  the  freight  earned 
by  the  Yessel  on  the  voyage  from  Cdllao  to  England,  and  operated 
only  as  a  hypothecation  of  the  Ship,  and  by  referring  it  to  the 
Registrar  to  ascertain  what  was  the  value  of  the  Ship  when  re- 
leased.   Subject  to  that  variation,  the  decree  of  the  Court  below 
^  be  affirmed,  but  the  decree  having  been  varied  in  a  substan- 
tial part  of  the  case,  their  Lordships  will  humbly  report  to  Her 

(I)  Swa.  264. 
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J.  C.       Majesty  that  it  should  be  affirmed  with  that  yariation,  but  without 
1872       costs  to  either  side. 

Skito  Their  Lordships  anderstand  that  it  will  be  for  the  convenience 

The  BiLHK  of  ^^  ^^^  parties  that  the  cause  should  be  retained  in  this  Court,  and 

New  South  that  the  questions  remaining  to  be  determined  should  come  before 

'      Her  Majesty's  Begistrar  in  Maritime  causes.    This  course  may, 

"Stamord-  therefore,  be  pursued. 
bhibb/* 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  WestaU  dt  Bdberh, 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Wdltom,  Btitb,  &  Walton, 


J.C.»      THE   OWNERS   OP  THE  SHIP    '*MAR-   ,   ^  _ 

1S72  PESIA" JAPPELLANI.; 


FA  14,  15.  ARD 

THE    OWNERS    OP    THE  BARQUE  OR 


VESSEL  ''AMERICA"  AND  HER  CARGO  '  ^^^^dbnts. 


} 
} 


THE  «'MARP£SIA/ 


ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTY. 
CcJlmon — Inevitahle  accident ,  definition  of — Onus  of  proof^Pltadings — Cost*, 

luevitable  accident  is  that  which  the  party  charged  with  the  damage  oonM 
not  possibly  prevent  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  caution,  and  niaritime 
skill :  The  Virgil  (1)  followed  and  approTed. 

J7«Zc2,  affirming  the  principles  laid  down  in  The  Bclina  (2),  that  where  io 
a  cause  of  collision  the  defence  of  inevitable  accident  is  rauied,  the  onu$  of 
proof  lies,  in  the  first  instance,  on  those  who  bring  the  suit  against  the  Vessel 
and  seek  to  be  indemnified  for  damage  sustained ;  and  does  not  attach  to 
the  Vessel  proceeded  against  until  a  prima  facie  case  of  negligence  and  want 
of  due  seamanship  is  shewn. 

If  a  Plaintiff  in  a  collision  suit  intends  to  rely  upon  a  particular  act  of 
negligence  by  the  Defendant,  he  is  bound  specifically  to  allege  that  act  in 
his  pleadings,  and  it  is  not  sufficient  that  the  act  may  be  included  generally 
in  an  allegation  in  the  pleadings,  which  do  not  clearly  state  such  particular 


•  Present:— ^iR  James  William  Ck)LViLB,  Sm  Montague  Edwabd  Smith, 
and  Sib  Robert  Pobbett  Collier. 

(1)  2  \V.  Rob.  205.  (2)  3  Notes  of  Cases,  2ia 
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1872 
Tni 

MABPBnA." 


act;  as  it  is  likely  to  mislead  the  Defendant,  and  preyent  his  heing  prepared         j.o, 
to  meet  that  particular  case. 

Two  sailing  Vessels  approaching  stem  on  in  such  a  manner  as  that,  under 
the  Sailing  Rules,  each  would  he  hound  to  port,  heing  in  a  dense  fog,  only  Tni 
sighted  each  other  at  a  distance  of  ahout  two  hundred  yards.  The  Defendants' 
Vessel,  having  heen  close  hauled  on  the  port  tack,  was  then  preparing  to  go 
ahout,  and  had  eased  off  her  head  sheets.  Both  Vessels  immediately  ported, 
hat  came  into  collision.  Only  one  minute  elapsed  hetween  the  time  of  sight- 
ing and  the  collision.  The  Plaintiffs'  petition  alleged,  that  the  Defendants' 
Vessel  neglected  to  port,  and  it  was  stated,  in  answer  to  a  question  hy  the 
Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court,  that  the  head  sheets  of  the  Defendants'  Vessel 
were  not  again  hauled  aft  On  this  evidence  that  Vessel  was  held  to  blame  by 
the  Admiralty  Court,  on  the  ground  that  she  had  not  executed  all  the  proper 
manoeuvres  which  she  might  have  executed  after  sighting  the  other  Vessel : — 

Beld  (reversing  the  decision  of  the  Admiralty  Court),  that  the  collision 
was  the  result  of  an  inevitable  Ojccident,  the  Defendants'  Vessel  having  done 
all  that  oould  be  effected  by  ordinary  care,  caution,  or  maritime  skill  in  the 
short  space  of  time  -that  elapsed ;  and  that  the  Plaintiffs,  if  they  meant  to 
rely  upon  the  fisMSt  that  the  head  sheets  had  not  been  again  hauled  back,  ought 
to  have  alleged  that  fact  in  their  petition  as  the  cause  of  the  collision ;  the  alle- 
gation of  neglect  to  port  not  sufficiently  indicating  the  nature  of  such  omission. 

It  is  a  rule  in  the  Admiralty  Court,  in  cases  where  a  collision  is  found  to 
he  the  resHlt  of  inevitable  accident,  to  make  no  order  as  to  costs,  unless  it  can 
be  shewn  that  the  suit  was  brought  unreasonably  and  without  sufficient 
irrimd  facU  grounds.  This  rule  followed  by  the  appellate  Court:  JAs 
London  (1)  approved. 

1  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  in 
a  cause  of  damage  civil  and  maritime,  brought  by  the  Bespon- 
dents  the  Owners  of  the  Barque  America,  and  the  Owners  of  her 
Cargo,  against  the  Ship  Marpesia,  belonging  to  the  Appellants,  for 
the  recovery  of  damages  in  respect  of  a  collision  which  happened 
between  the  two  Vessels. 

The  collision  took  place  at  about  10  a.m.  on  the  2l8t  of  May, 
1870,  in  the  St  Georges  Channel,  near  the  Saltees  Light  Ship. 

The  Marpesia  was  prosecuting  a  voyage  from  Liverpool  to  Md' 

^xfwme,  South  Australia,  laden  with  a  general  Cargo.    She  was  a 

Ship  of  1,443  tons  register,  and  was  237  feet  in  length.    The 

wind  was  about  S.W.,  and  until  just  before  the  collision  the  Mar' 

fena  was  sailing  by  the  wind  on  the  port  tack,  heading  about  from 

W.  by  N.,  to  W.N.W.,  her  speed  being  about  five  knots.    The 

America  was  bound  from  Queenstoum  to  Olasffow  with  a  cargo  of 

Sugar,  and  was  proceeding  under  all  square  sail,  with  a  firee  wind 

beading  about  E.  by  S. 

(1)  Br.  &  L.  82. 
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J.  c.       '    From  the  evidence,  it  appeared  that  a  dense  fog  prevailed  at  the 
1872        time  of  the  collisiony  the  ntmost  distance  at  which  it  was  possible 
"i^       to  see  a  Ship  being,  according  to  the  evidence  of  the  Master  of  the 
"  BCabpkbia."  Afneriea,  about  from  one  hundred  to  one  hundred  and  fifty  yards, 
and  in  his  deposition  before  the  Beceiver  of  Wrecks  he  admitted, 
that  there  was  no  time  to  alter  sail  on  either  YesseL  It  was  preyed 
on  the  part  of  the  Marpesia,  that  her  helm  had  been  put  to  star- 
board for  the  purpose  of  putting  her  from  the  port  on  to  the  star- 
board tack,  and  that  she  was  under  the  influence  of  her  starboard 
helm,  and  that  her  head  sheets  had  been  eased  off  when  the  head 
sails  of  the  America  were  seen  ahead  emerging  through  the  fog, 
and  that  the  helm  of  the  Marpesia  was  immediately  put  bard 
aport,  but  that  the  collision  nevertheless  occurred,  the  jibboom  of 
the  Marpesia  passing  over  the  America,  and  the  stem  of  the  Ifar- 
pesia  taking  the  port  side  of  the  America. 

The  defence  relied  on  by  the  Appellants  was  that  the  collision 
was  the  result  of  inevitable  accident. 

The  Judge  of  the  Court  below  (The  Eight  Hon.  Sir  BoheH  ThiUi' 
mere)  held  that  the  Marpeeia  was  solely  to  blame,  as  she  ought  to 
have  hauled  aft  her  head  sheets  and  let  go  all  the  lee  braces,  and 
pronounced  the  Marpesia  to  blame  for  the  collision. 
The  appeal  was  from  this  decree. 

Mr  Butt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  K  0.  Clarhsan,  for  the  Appellants: — 

Our  contention  is,  that  the  evidence  established  the  fact  that  the 
collision  was  the  result  of  inevitable  accident,  and  could  not  have 
been  avoided  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  caution,  or  maritime 
skill  by  either  Vessel :  The  Virgil  (1).  There  was  no  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  Marpesia.  It  was  proved  that^  in  the  state  of 
weather,  the  America  was  seen  by  us  as  soon  as  it  was  possible  for 
those  on  board  the  Marpesia  to  discern  her,  and  that  immediately 
proper  measures  were  taken  to  avoid  a  collision,  though  the  time 
proved  insufficient  to  prevent  it :  The  Lochlibo  (2).  Owing  to  the 
short  distance  at  which  the  America  was  sighted,  it  was  impossible 
for  the  head-sheets  of  the  Marpesia  to  have  been  hauled  in  time, 
or  to  haul  her  aft  head-sheets,  as  this  was  a  part  of  the  manoeuvre 
of  porting  her  helm,  and  would  have  assisted  the  Ship  in  more 

(1)  2  W.  Rob.  201-205.  ^  (2)  3  W.  Rob.  310-318. 
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effectually  answering  her  helm;   and  the  ground  on  which  the       J.O. 
judgment  of  the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  proceeds  is,  that  we  did       1872 
not  do  that,  which  was  not  in  our  power  to  have  done,  to  make  our        thb 
Vessel  answer  her  helm  after  porting,  and  so  avoid  the  collision.  "Mabpesia." 
Therefore,  he  erroneously  concluded  that  we  did  not  obey  the 
Steering  and  Sailing  Eules,  Art,  11,  by  porting  helm  in  time, 
for  which  negligence  he  held  the  Defendants  liable.    This  point, 
however,  was  not  raised  by  the  pleadings  or  insisted  on  in  the  argu- 
ment, but  alone  was  suggested  by  the  Court.    If  the  Plaintiffs 
intended  to  raise  such  a  point,  or  to  rely  on  it,  they  were  bound  to 
have  stated  it  in  their  pleadings,  so  as  to  give  the  Defendants  an 
opportunity  of  meeting  such  an  allegation  by  evidence.    The  Court 
below  was  not  entitled  to  give  judgment  on  an  issue  not  raised 
by  the  pleadings:  The  Ebenezer  (1);  The  Speed  (2).    The  Plain- 
tifiEs  were  bound  to  prove  their  case  secundum  aXlegata  et probata: 
The  NoHh  American  (3) ;  The  Ann  (4). 

Mr.  MUwardy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  A.  Cohen,  for  the  Bespondents : — 

Firsts  it  was  proved  by  the  evidence,  that  the  America  was  not  in 
any  way  to  blame  for  the  collision,  and  that  the  collision  was  not,  as 
alleged,  an  inevitable  accident  by  reason  of  the  Marpesia  being  in 
stays,  or  otherwise.    She  was  bound  to  have  assisted  her  helm  by 
hauling  in  her  head-sheets  and  letting  her  lee  braces  go.    It  is  al- 
leged in  the  pleadings,  that  the  Marpesia  neglected  to  port  her  helm. 
That  allegation  refers  not  merely  to  the  act  of  putting  her  helm  to 
port,  but  includes  all  other  measures  which  a  Seaman  would,  in  the 
exercise  of  nautical  skill,  adopt  for  the  purpose  of  throwing  his 
Ship's  head  to  starboard,  and  so  assisting  his  port  helm.    It  was 
not  necessary  to  allege  in  the  pleadings  in  specific  terms  that  the 
Marpeeia  neglected  to  do  this,  or  to  let  her  lee  braces  go.  Secondly, 
with  respect  to  the  doctrine  of  inevitable  accident :  the  rule  at 
Common  Law  is,  that  a  Plaintiff  is  bound  to  give  prima  fade  proof 
that  the  Defendant  is  guilty  of  negligence,  even  where  the  defence 
of  inevitable  accident  is  set  up,  and  not  until  that  fact  is  estab- 
lished is  the  onus  of  proof  shifted  to  the  Defendant ;  but  a  different 
nde  prevails  in  the  Admiralty  Court — when  inevitable  accident 

(1)  2  W.  Rob.  206-209.  (3)  12  Moore's  P.  C.  Oases,  331. 

(2)  Ibid.  225-227.  (4)  13  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  198. 
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J.C.  is  pleaded,  it  is  the  practice  for  the  Defendant  to  begin,  and  the 
1872  onvs  is,  therefore,  thrown  npon  them.  The  Appellants  are  hound, 
Tee  therefore,  to  satisfy  the  Court  that  they  did  all  they  could  to  avoid 
the  accident,  and  we  contend  that  they  have  failed  to  do  so. 
Thirdly,  with  respect  to  the  default  of  the  Appellants,  we  contend 
that  the  evidence  shews  that  there  was  a  want  of  ordinary  care 
and  nautical  skill  on  the  part  of  the  Marpesia,  in  not  taking  the 
proper  steps^  as  pointed  out  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  to 
avoid  the  collision.  Even  if  the  decree  of  the  Court  below  should 
be  reversed,  the  Eespondents  ought  not  to  be  condemned  in  costs, 
as  they  had  good  grounds  for  instituting  the  suit :  The  London  (1)  ; 
The  Hinerant  (2). 

Judgment  was  pronounced  by 

Sib  James  Colvile  : — 

This  is  a  case  of  collision  brought  by  the  Owners  of  the  Barque 
America  against  the  Owners  of  the  Ship  Marpesia,  the  Ameriea 
having  been  run  down  by  the  Marpesia  in  8t  Georges  Channel^  on 
the  2l8t  of  May,  1870.  The  points  raised  by  the  appeal  lie  in  an 
extremely  narrow  compass.  It  is  admitted,  on  all  hands,  that  the 
collision  took  place  in  daylight,  about  ten  o'clock  in  the  morning, 
but  in  a  very  thick  fog,  in  which  the  Vessels  could  only  discern 
each  other  at  a  very  short  distance. 

It  is  found  by  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court,  that  the 
distance  at  which  they  could  have  been  visible  to  each  other,  was 
not  more  than  from  two  hundred  and  fifty  to  three  hundred  yards. 

It  is  now  admitted  on  the  side  of  the  Marpesia,  that  no  blame 
is  attributable  to  the  America  ;  and  it  would  further  appear  tliat 
neither  in  the  Court  below,  nor  now,  is  it  seriously'contended,  that 
the  Marpesia  was  in  fault  in  any  of  the  particulars  which  are 
specially  stated  in  the  petition  of  the  Amerieaf  unless  it  be  in  one 
to  be  afterwards  considered.  It  is  no  longer  contended,  that  she 
was  proceeding  at  an  improper  rate  of  speed  considering  the  state 
of  the  weather ;  or  that  a  good  look-out  was  not  kept  on  board 
that  Vessel ;  nor  is  it  now  contended,  that  her  helm  was  impro- 
perly starboarded,  or  that  she  made  default  in  not  keeping  out  of 
the  way  of  the  America^  as  she  was  bound  to  do. 

(1)  Br.  ^  L.  82.  (2)  2  W.  Rob.  236. 
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The  only  point  wliich  is  now  made  on  behalf  of  the  Eespondents  J.  C. 
is,  that  it  cannot  be  said  that  those  on  board  the  Marpesia  did  not  i872 
make  default  in  not  porting  the  helm  of  their  Vessel  within  the  ^i^ 
proper  sense  to  be  attached  to  those  words.  "  Mabpesia." 

The  clear  and  admitted  facts  of  the  case  seem  to  be  these :  the 
Vessels  were  proceeding  one  down  the  Irish  Channel  and  the 
other  up  the  Irish  Channel  in  a  thick  fog.  They  could  not  have 
seen  each  other  at  a  distance  of  more  than  three  hundred  yards. 
Their  Lordships  are  rather  disposed  upon  the  evidence  to  say^ 
that  three  hundred  yards  is  an  extreme  limit,  and  that  the  distance 
within  which  each  Vessel  was  risible  to  the  other  was  probably 
nearer  two  hundred  yards.  The  combined  speed  of  the  Vessels 
would  seem  from  the  evidence  to  have  been  about  eight  knots  an 
hour,  and  the  result  of  this  state  of  things  is,  that  not  more  than 
a  minute,  if  so  much  as  a  minute,  must  have  been  the  time  which 
elapsed  between  the  sighting  of  the  two  Vessels  by  each  other 
and  the  actual  collision. 

It  is  further  admitted,  that  the  two  Vessels  were  proceeding  in 
sach  a  manner  as  that,  under  the  Sailing  Hules,  each  would  be 
boond  to  port  its  helm;  that  they  were  in  fact  approaching  each 
other  stem  on. 

It  is  also  established  by  the  evidence,  that  immediately  before 
the  Marpesia,  which  ^had  been  close  hauled  on  the  port  tack, 
sighted  the  America,  she  was  proceeding  to  tack.  It  may  be  a 
question  how  far  she  had  gone  in  that  manoeuvre,  but  she  had  put 
down  her  helm,  and  had  come  up  two  or  three  points,  and  was  in 
the  act  of  altering  her  rigging  in  order  to  complete  the  operation 
of  tacking.  When,  however,  the  two  Vessels  sighted  each  other, 
her  helm  was  shifted,  and  put,  as  they  were  bound  to  put  it, 
hard-a-port 

In  that  state  of  things,  what  is  attributed  to  the  Marpesia  by 
the  judgment,  and  substantially  the  only  fault  that  has  now  been 
imputed  to  her  at  the  Bar,  is  that  she  did  not  do  something  more 
than  port  her  helm;  that  she  did  not  take  steps,  which  it  is 
assumed  she  might  have  taken,  in  order  to  put  the  foresails  into 
8uch  a  position  that  the  full  pressure  of  the  wind  whilst  she  was 
under  the  port  helm  would  come  upon  them ;  and  also  to  ease  .the 
pressure  of  the  wind  upon  the  after  sails  of  the  Vessel ;  the  result 
of  which  operation  would  have  been  that  she  would  have  paid  off 


^  Mabfesia.' 


218  OASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  [L  B. 

J.C.       more  rapidly  under  the  port  helm  than  she  did ;  and  in  that  way, 
1872        as  it  is  contended,  might  have  gone  clear  of  the  America. 
The  The  finding  of  the  learned  Judge  in  the  Court  below  on  this 

point  is  in  these  words : — '^  Now,  she  ported  her  helm,  but  I  am 
instructed  by  the  elder  Brethren  that  if  she  had  accompanied  that 
manoeuyre  by  hauling  aft  the  head-sheets  again,  and  letting  go  all 
the  lee  braces  (and  it  is  to  be  observed  that  all  her  hands  were  on 
deck  at  the  time),  in  all  probability  she  would  have  avoided  the  col- 
lision, and  at  all  events  have  placed  herself  in  a  position  of  having 
done  all  in  her  power  to  prevent  the  accident.  Not  having  done 
so,  I  must  hold,  that  she  failed  to  execute  the  proper  nmnoBUvres, 
which  after  sighting  the  America  it  was  competent  for  her  to  have 
executed,  and,  therefore,  that  she  is  to  blame  for  this  collision." 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  Judge  does  not  in  terms  find  that 
the  collision  would  have  been  avoided  if  she  had  done  that  which 
it  is  stated  she  omitted  to  do.  His  finding  is  only  that,  in  all 
probability,  she  would  have  avoided  the  collision,  and  that  at  all 
events  she  would  have  been  in  a  position  in  which  her  Owners 
might  have  said  more  unanswerably,  that  she  had  done  all  in  her 
power  to  prevent  the  accident. 

As  far  as  their  Lordships  can  see,  the  negligence  thus  imputed 
,  was  not  made  a  point  in  the  suit^  until  the  learned  Judge,  acting 
upon  the  advice  of  the  elder  Brethren,  gave  his  judgment  The 
omission  is  not  expressly  alleged  in  the  pleadings  as  a  culpable 
omission  on  the  part  of  the  Marpesia.  The  Respondents'  Counsel 
contended  that  it  is  included  in  the  allegation  that  she  did  not  port 
her  helm,  because  they, urge  that  if  she  had  done  what  she  omitted 
to  do  to  her  sails,  she  would  have  answered  the  port  helm  more 
efficiently.  But  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that,  if  that  was 
the  case  intended  to  be  made,  the  pleadings  ought  to  have  stated 
it,  and  not  having  done  so  it  was  likely  to  mislead  the  parties  and 
prevent  their  coming  to  meet  that  case. 

Nor  do  their  Lordships  find  that  the  point  was  really  raised  by 
the  cross-examination.  There  was,  no  doubt,  a  good  deal  of  cross- 
examination  of  the  Captain  and  one  of  the  other  Witnesses  as  to 
the  discrepancies  between  the  evidence  they  gave  at  the  hearing 
and  the  statements  in  the  log,  as  to  what  had  been  done  with  the 
cross-jack  yards  and  other  parts  of  the  rigging ;  but  it  seems  to  their 
Lordships  that  that  cross-examination  was  directed  rather  to  shew 
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that  the  Ship  was  not,  as  had  been  stated  in  the  log,  and  in  the  J.  C. 
case  originally  put  forward  by  the  Captain,  almost  at  rest  as  if  1872 
shahad  been  at  anchor^  and  that  the  operation  of  the  tacking  had  thb 
gone  so  far  that  she  might  be  said  to  be  technically  ^  in  stays/' 
and,  therefore,  not  under  control ;  and,  consequently,  that  the  cross- 
examination  was  directed  to  shew  that  there  was  a  greater  speed 
upon  her  than  was  admitted.  The  only  place  in  which  their 
Lordships  can  find  that  the  point  was  directly  raised  in  the 
evidence,  was  in  the  examination  by  the  Court,  not  of  the  Captain, 
but  of  the  Mate,  and  there,  no  doubt,  the  Court  asks  the  question, 
''Were  the  head-sheets  let  goT  The  answer  is,  ''Eased  off." 
That  would  only  go  to  shew  what  was  the  state  of  the  Vessel  at 
the  time.  The  Court  then  goes  on  to  ask,  ^  And  when  were  they 
hauled  back  again  T  The  answer  is,  *'  Never  hauled  back  at  all, 
not  until  we  struck."  If  that  omission  were  intended  at  the  time 
to  be  treated  as  culpable  negligence,  one  would  have  expected 
that  the  examination  would  have  been  continued  in  order  to  give  the 
parties  an  opportunity  of  explaining  the  fact  But  as  far  as  their 
Lordships  can  see,  it  was  mainly  on  these  questions  and  answers  that 
the  elder  Brethren  suggested,  and  the  learned  Judge  found,  that 
there  had  been  a  culpable  omission  on  the  part  of  the  Marpesia. 

In  consequence  of  one  of  the  arguments  at  the  Bar,  it  seems 
desirable  to  say  something  as  to  the  burthen  imposed  upon  a 
Vessel  that  seeks  to  excuse  itself  for  a  collision  on  the  ground  of 
inevitable  accident. 

The  Eespondents'  Counsel  suggested  that  there  is  some  difference 
of  practice  between  the  Court  of  Admiralty  and  the  Courts  of 
Common  Law  in  that  matter.  Their  Lordships,  however,  cannot 
find  that  there  is  any  such  difference.  They  take  the  law  as  they 
find  it  laid  down  by  Dr.  LwMngUm  in  two  cases. 

In  the  case  of  The  Bolina  (1),  Dr.  LwihingUm  says:  ''With 
r^;ard  to  inevitable  accident,  the  cnuB  lies  on  those  who  bring  a 
complaint  against  a  Yesseli  and  who  seek  to  be  indemnified,— ^n 
them  is  the  onus  of  proving  that  the  blame  does  attach  upon  the 
Vessel  proceeded  against ;  the  cm»  of  proving  inevitable  accident 
does  not  necessarily  attach  to  that  Vessel ;  it  is  only  necessary 
when  you  shew  a  frima  faoie  case  of  negligence  and  want  of  due 
Mmanship." 

(1)  3  Notes  of  Cases,  210. 
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J.  0.  Again  in  the  case  of  The  Virgil  {1\  the  same  learned  Jadge 

1872       gives  this  definition  of  inevitable  accident :  '*  In  mj  apprehension, 
Thb        All  inevitable  accident  in  point  of  law  is  this ;  viz.,  that  which  the 
*•  Mabpesia."  party  charged  with  the  oflTence  could  nof  possibly  prevent  by  the 
exercise  of  ordinary  care,  caution,  and  maritime  skill.    If  a  Vessel 
charged  with  having  occasioned  a  collision  should  be  sailing  at  the 
rate  of  eight  or  nine  miles  an  hour,  when  she  ought  to  have  pro- 
ceeded only  at  the  speed  of  three  or  four,  it  will  be  no  valid 
excuse  for  the  Master  to  aver  that  he  could  not  prevent  the  acci- 
dent at  the  moment  it  occurred ;   if  he  could  have  used  measures 
of  precaution  that  would  have  rendered  the  accident  less  probable.*' 
Here  we  have   to  satisfy  ourselves  that  something  was  done 
or  omitted  to  be  done,  which  a  person  exercising  ordinary  carci 
caution  and  maritime  skill,  in  the  circumstances,  either  would  not 
have  done  or  would  not  have  left  undone,  as  the  case  may  be. 
Their  Lordships,  considering  the  admitted  time  which  elapsed  after 
the  two  Vessels  had  sighted  each  other  to  have  been  not  more  than 
a  minute,  and  the  state  in  which  the  Marpesia  was,  in  attempting 
to  go  about,  have  failed  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Captain 
was  to  blame  for  having  omitted  to  do  that  which  the  judgment 
seems  to  find  that  he  might  have  done.    It  is  a  question  entirely 
of  navigation,  and,  therefore,  it  is  one  upon  which  they  have  felt  at 
liberty  to  consult  the  Nautical  Assessors  who  assist  their  Lordships; 
and  they  have  been  confirmed  in  the  opinion,  which  they  would 
have  formed  themselves  from  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
it  being  the  opinion  of  those  Gentlemen  that  the  time  was  so 
short  that  the  omission  to  do  that  which  has  been  said  ought  to 
have  been  done  with  the  rigging  and  the  sails  cannot  be  impated 
as  negligence,  or  anything  approaching  to  negligence,  in  the  Master 
of  the  Marpesia,    It  may  be  observed  that  this  view  of  the  case 
is  in  some  measure  confirmed  by  a  statement  of  the  Master  of  the 
America^  who,  in  his  examination  before  the  Beceiver  of  Wreck, 
said,  ''  There  was  no  time  to  alter  sails  on  either  Vessel,  and  the 
only  precautions  were  confined  to  the  helm." 

Their  Lordships  having,  for  these  reasons,  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  coUision  in  this  case  was  one  of  those  unfortunate 
accidents  in  navigation  which  no  ordinary  care,  caution,  or  mari- 

(1)  2  W.  Rob.  205. 
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time  skill  could  have  prevented,  are  compelled  to  dissent  from  the       j.  o. 
finding  of  the  learned  Jadge  of  the  Admiralty  that  the  Marpesia       1872 
was  solely  to  blame.   They  will,  therefore,  humbly  recommend  Her       "IJm 
Majesty  to  allow  the  appeal,  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  Court  "Mabpmia.* 
below,  and  to  dismiss  the  suit. 

With  regard  to  the  question  of  costs,  their  Lordships  have  con* 
sidered  that  matter.    They  find  that  in  the  case  of  The  London  (1) 
Dr.  Lushinffton  stated :  **  In  this  case  the  Court  has  found  that 
the  collision  was  an  inevitable  accident,  and  pronounced  against 
the  damages ;  and  the  only  question  now  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff 
ought  to  be  condemned  in  costs.  I  quite  agree  with  Mr.  Brett  that 
on  principle  costs  ought  to  follow  the  event ;"  (that  is  also  their 
Lordships'  view) ;  "  but  if  there  is  any  set  rule  of  practice,  it  is 
necessary  to  abide  by  that.   I  have  caused  inquiry  to  be  made,  and 
I  find  that  in  these  cases  of  inevitable  accident  the  usual  practice, 
the  general  rule  I  may  call  it,  has  been  to  make  no  order  as  to 
costs,  as  I  had  occasion  to  state  in  The  Itinerant  (2).  But  looking  to 
all  the  cases,  it  is  clear  that  the  Court  still  holds,  and  will  on  occa- 
sion exercise,  a  discretionary  power  to  condemn  in  costs.    Thus,  in 
The  Thornley  (3),  I  ordered  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  costs,  saying  that  he 
had  no  sufficient  ground  for  bringing  his  action.    I  deem  myself, 
therefore,  free  to  consider  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  I 
must  say  that^  considering  the  collision  took  place  on  a  most  tem- 
pestuous night,  a  night  in  which  in  this  one  place  eight  yessels 
were  wrecked,  the  Plaintiff  had  good  reason  to  think  the  collision 
was  a  mere  accident  which  could  not  have  been  avoided,  and  that 
he  was  unduly  rash  in  bringing  his  action." 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  conceive  that  the  general  rule  of  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  is  in  these  cases  to  make  no  order  as  to  costs, 
and  that  in  order  to  justify  an  exception  to  that  rule  it  must  be 
Bhewn  that  the  action  was  brought  unreasonably  and  without 
sufficient  prima  facte  grounds.  In  the  present  case  they  cannot 
say  that  there  were  not  such  grounds.  The  case  is  one  in  which 
the  unsuccessful  party  might  fairly  suppose  there  was  ground  to 
impute  blame  to  the  other,  and  seek  to  have  that  question  tried. 
Therefore,  there  will  be  no  costs  in  the  Court  below ;  and  as  the 

(1)  Br.  &  L.  p.  82.  (2)  2  W.  Rob.  236. 

(3)  7  Jur.  659. 


222  CASES  IN  THE  PEIVY  OOUNOIL.  [L.R. 

J.  a       party  came  here  to  support  the  decree  which  he  had  obtained,  there 
'  1872       will  be  no  Order  as  to  the  costs  of  this  appeal.    The  Order,  there- 
Tbb        fore,  which  their  Lordships  will  recommend  Her  Majesty  to  make 
•'MABmiA.*'  jg  ^jjj^|.  ^Q  appeal  be  allowed,  that  the  decree  of  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  be  reversed,  and  that  in  lieu  thereof  a  judgment  be 
made  declaring  that  the  collision  was  the  result  of  inevitable  acci- 
dent, and  ordering  that  the  suit  be  dismissed  without  costs,  and 
that  each  party  do  bear  their  own  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Proctors  for  the  Appellants :  Pritchard  &  Son, 
Solicitors  for  the  Respondents :  WaUons,  Bvhb^  &  WMon. 
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1872  TION  COMPANY. Appellakts; 


March  22.  AND 

Besfokdents. 


WILLIAM  HENRY  MORSE  and  GEORGE  I 
PHILIP  MORSE I 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEW  SOUTH  WALES. 

Sale  of  goods  of  an  absent  Otvn&  hy  Master  of  Vessel — Where  and  under  lohccf 
circumstances  Justifiable — What  constitutes  "  necessiiy  "  in  cases  of  this  kind 
defined. 

The  authority  of  the  Master  of  a  Ship  to  sell  the  goods  of  an  ahseot 
Owner  is  derived  from  the  necessity  of  the  sitnation  in  which  he  is  piftced ; 
and,  consequently,  to  justify  his  selling,  he  must  establish  (1)  a  necessity 
for  the  sale ;  and  (2)  inability  to  communicate  with  the  Owner.  Under 
these  conditions,  and  by  force  of  them,  the  Master  becomes  the  Agent  of  the 
Owner,  not  only  with  the  power,  but  under  the  obligation  (within  certain 
limits)  of  acting  for  him ;  bnt  he  is  not»  in  any  case,  entitled  to  substitute  his 
own  judgment  for  the  will  of  the  Owner,  in  selling  the  goods,  where  it  is  pos- 
sible to  communicate  with  the  Owner. 

The  possibility  of  communicating  with  the  Owner  depends  on  the  circum- 
stances of  each  case,  involving  the  consideration  of  tho  facts  which  create 
the  urgency  for  an  early  sale,  the  distance  of  the  Port  from  the  Owner,  the 


♦  Present  :^Sm  Jambs  Wiluam  Colvilk.  The  Lobd  Jubtiob  James,  Sib 
MoKTAQUE  Edwabd  Smtth,  and  Snt  Robert  Porbett  Collieb. 
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meanfl  of  oommanication  which  may  exist,  and  the  general  position  of  the  J.  0. 

Master  in  the  particular  emetgency.  jgY2 

Such  a  oommanication  need  only  he  made  when  an  answer  c^n  he  ohtained,  v^v^ 

or  there  is  a  reasonahle  expectation  that  it  can  he  ohtained,  hefore  the  sale.  ^ Thb 

where,  however,  there  is  ground  for  such  an  expectation,  every  endeavour,  so  Stkah 

&r  as  the  position  in  which  he  is  placed  will  allow,  should  be  made  hy  the  Navioatioh 

Master  to  obtun  the  Owner's  instructions.     2%e  B<maparie  (1),  and  The  Company 

Cargo  ex  Hamburg  (2),  recognised  and  followed.  Morse. 

IHE  action  out  of  which  this  appeal  arose  was  brought  in  the 
Supreme  Court  of  New  South  Wales  by  the  Kespondents  against 
the  Appellants.  The  Bespondents  by  their  declaration  alleged  in 
the  first  count  the  conversion  by  the  Appellants  of  nineteen  bales 
of  wool,  the  property  of  the  Bespondents,  and  in  the  residue  of  the 
declaration  sued  for  money  had  and  received,  and  for  money  due 
on  account  stated.  The  Appellants  pleaded  to  the  first  count  that 
the  wool  was  shipped  on  board  of  a  Vessel  of  the  Appellants  called 
the  Boomerang,  to  be  carried  from  BochJiampton,  in  the  Colony 
of  Queenslandy  to  Sydney^  and  there  (excepting  certain  perils  and 
casualties  of  the  Sea  and  navigation)  delivered  to  the  Plaintiffs  ; 
that  the  Ship  in  the  course  of  her  voyage  stranded,  and  the  wool 
became  saturated  with  sea  water ;  that  the  Appellants  were  com- 
pelled to  take  it  back  to  Bockhampton,  and  there,  after  survey,  sold 
it»  as  the  only  proper  or  safe  course  to  pursue  in  its  then  state,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiffs.  To  the  residue  of  the  declaration  the 
Appellants  pleaded  payment  into  Court  of  £124.  Is.  6d. 

The  Plaintiffs  repUed  to  the  first  plea;  first,  joinder  of  issue; 
second,  that  the  wool  might  at  small  expense  have  been  dried 
and  re-packed,  and  forwarded  to  Sydney ;   and  third,  as  to  the 
second  plea,  that  the  money  paid  into  Court  was  not  suificient 
Issue  was  joined  on  the  replication. 

The  action  was  tried  by  a  special  jury  before  Sir  Alfred  StepheUy 
Chief  Justice,  when  evidence  (part  of  which  had  been  obtained  on 
Commissions  to  examine  Witnesses  in  England  and  in  Queensland^ 
in  one  of  other  actions  brought  by  other  Owners  of  the  wool,  and 
vas,  by  consent  of  the  parties,  read  as  evidence  in  the  action)  was 
given  to  the  following  effect : — 
The  Plaintiffs  were  wool  producers  in  Queensland,  at  a  station 

(1)  8  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  469.        .  (2)  2  Moore's  V.  C.  Cases,  (N.S.)  289.    , 
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J.  G.        120  miles  inland  from  Pert  Mackay^  and  in  the  month  of  December, 

1872       1865,  nineteen  bales  of  wool  were  sent  by  them  to  Boehhampton, 

^^       a  distance  southward  of  about  250  miles,  and  at  the  latter  port 

AusTRALAaiAN  y^Q^B  transhippcd  by  their  Agent  on  board  the  steam-vessel  Boome- 

Nayioatioh  ranffy  belonging  to  the  Appellants,  for  conveyance  from  Bock- 

^^  '       hampton  to  Sydney ^  in  the  Colony  of  New  South  Wales,  a  further 

^^^'      distance  of  above  900  miles.     The  bales  were  consigned  to  Messrs. 

Willis,  Merry,  dt  Lloyd,  Merchants  in  Sydney,  for  the  purpose  of 

shipment  to  England. 

The  nineteen  bales  formed  portion  of  a  cargo  comprising  260 
bales  of  wool,  or  thereabouts,  consigned  to  nineteen  separate 
Consignees  in  Sydney,  and  four  parcels  deliverable  to  order. 

The  Boomerang  on  her  voyage,  about  forty-five  miles  from  Bock- 
hampton,  struck  upon  a  rock  and  filled,  and  the  whole  of  her  cargo 
became  submerged,  and  more  or  less  damaged  by  sea-water.  The 
Cargo  was  thereupon,  with  great  labour,  taken  out  of  the  Boome- 
rang, transhipped  in  a  steam-vessel,  the  Taamba,  sent  from  Bock- 
hampton  for  the  purpose,  and  brought  back  to  Boekhampton.  In 
the  course  of  transhipment  from  the  Boomerang  many  of  the 
bales  of  wool  unavoidably  burst  open,  and  the  wool  belonging  to 
difierent  Consignees  became  mixed,  and  the  wool  on  its  return  to 
Boekhampton,  to  which  place  it  was  conveyed  with  reasonable 
despatch,  was  dirty,  and  stank,  and  was  heated  and  in  danger  of 
ignition.  The  weather  was  rainy,  and  there  were  no  stores  in  the 
town  of  Boekhampton  in  which  the  wool  could  have  been  unpacked 
and  dried,  and  the  wool  was  in  immediate  peril  of  increased  and 
serious  damage.  Under  these  circumstances,  at  the  instance  of 
the  Master,  assisted  by  the  advice  of  the  Appellants'  Agent  at 
Boekhampton,  the  wool  brought  back  there  was  surveyed  by 
Charles  Haynes  Morgan,  Lloyds'  Agent  there,  together  with  Cap- 
tain Bchert  Miller  Hunter  of  the  same  place,  Merchant^  who 
reported  that  the  wool  was  becoming  rapidly  heated,  and  was  in 
such  a  condition  that  it  could  not  be  re-shipped  with  safety,  and 
recommended  that  it  should  be  sold  immediately;  whereupon, 
and  owing  to  the  urgency  of  the  case,  the  Cargo,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  two  or  three  parcels,  was,  by  the  direction  of  the  Captain 
of  the  Boomerang,  sold  at  public  auction  by  the  Appellants* 
Agent. 
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At  the  trial  the  Judge  submitted  the  following  written  questions       j.  c. 

for  the  determination  of  the  jury : — ^First,  was  the  wool  in  such  a       1372 

state  that  it  could  be  safely  conveyed  to  Sydney  1  Second,  could  the       ^JSb 

Defendants,  with  the  means  obtainable  by  them,  have  dried,  re-  AusriuLAaiAN 

if  »  >  Steam 

packed,  and  forwarded  the  wool  to  the  port  of  its  destination  ?  Third,  Navioatioh 
if  they  could  have  done  this  at  all,  could  they  have  done  it  without        "«^ 
incurring  an  expense  considerably  exceeding  the  amount  of  freight  ?      ^^""' 
Fourth,  did  the  Defendants,  time  and  circumstances  considered, 
act  for  the  best,  and  as  wise  and  prudent  men,  for  the  interest  of 
the  Plaintiffs  ?   Fifth,  had  the  Defendants,  considering  all  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  time  and  opportunity  to  obtain  instructious 
from  the  Owners?    Sixth,  was  the  Master  of  the  Vessel  a  parti- 
cipator in  the  proceedings  thus  takeu,  or  a  consenting  party  to 
such  proceedings. 

The  jury  answered  the  first,  second,  third,  and  fifth  of  the  above 
questions  in  the  negative,  and  the  fourth  and  sixth  in  the  affir- 
mative ;  and  thereupon  a  verdict  was  entered  for  the  Appellants. 

The  Bespondents  obtained  a  rule  nm  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
and  for  a  new  tria],  on  the  grounds  of  misdirection  and  that  the 
verdict  was  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  which  was  made  absolute 
on  the  7th  of  March,  1870,  Sir  Alfred  Stephen,  the  Chief  Justice  of 
the  Court  who  tried  the  case,  dissenting  from  the  opinion  of  Jus- 
tices Margrave  and  Oheeke,  who  formed  the  majority  of  the  Court. 

The  Appellants  being  dissatisfied  with  the  judgment  of  the 
majority  of  the  Supreme  Court,  making  absolute  the  rule  nisi,  pre- 
sented a  petition  to  the  Court,  praying  for  leave  to  appeal  to  Her 
Majesty  in  Council  against  the  rule,  which  was  refused,  and  the  Ap- 
pellants' petition  discharged  with  costs,  on  the  ground,  that  the  rule 
or  order  did  not  involve  directly,  or  indirectly,  any  claim  respecting 
property  of  the  value  of  £500  sterling.  The  total  amount,  how- 
erer,  which  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  several  actions  sought  to  recover  as 
damages  from  the  Defendants  (the  Appellants),  was  for  the  value  of 
103  bales  of  wool,  estimated  at  the  sum  of  £1,750  and  upwards. 

The  Appellants  afterwards  presented  a  petition  to  Her  Majesty 
in  Council  praying  for  special  leave  to  appeal  against  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Supreme  Court ;  and  on  the  19th  of  July,  1870,  special 
leave  was  allowed,  although  under  the  appealable  value,  as  the 
case  involved  an  important  point  of  mercantile  law. 

Vol.  IV.  3  S 
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J.  0.  Sir  B.  PaZiner,Q.C.,  and  Mr.  T.  DArcJitbaJd,  for  the  Appellants  :— 

1872  The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court,  making  the  rule  nisi 


Thb        obtained  by  the  Eespondents  for  a  new  trial  absolute,  was  erro- 
AusTO^^AN  jj^Q^^  ^^^  ought  to  be  reversed,  and  the  rule  discharged.    The 
^ciSpl^^  questions  put  to  the  jury  by  the  Chief  Justice  on  the  trial  were 
^'         the  proper  points  for  their  determination,  and  the  answers  given 
—  '      by  the  jury  to  them  severally  and  distinctly  were  conclusive.    The 
real  question  involved  was,  whether  there  was  such  a  pressing 
necessity  for  the  sale,  having  regard  to  the  nature  and  condition 
of  the  Cargo,  as  justified  the  sale,  and  the  jury  very  properly  deter- 
mined that  question  in  the  affirmative.    The  jury  found  that  the 
Defendants  could  not  dry  and  repack  all  the  wool ;  the  sale,  there- 
fore, was  inevitable,  and,  in  the  circumstances,  justifiable,  withont 
communicating  with  the  Consignees:  The  Qratitudine  (1);  The 
KarnaJc  (2) ;  The  Bonaparte  (3)  ;  The  Cargo  ex  Hamburg  (4). 

Sir  John  EardaJce,  Q.C.,  and  the  Hon.  A.  Thesiger,  for  the 
Bespondents : — 

The  verdict  was  clearly  against  evidence,  as  well  as  law ;  and  the 
jury  were  misled  by  the  questions  put  to  them  and  directions  of  the 
learned  Chief  Justice  on  the  trial.  The  necessity  for  the  sale  was 
not  put  to  the  jury,  but  explained  by  the  Chief  Justice  to  have  been 
"highly  expedient."  That  was  a  misdirection.  Neither  was  the 
attention  of  the  jury  directed  to  the  state  of  the  specific  Bales  of 
Wool  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff,  as  distinguished  from  the  other  Bales 
belonging  to  other  Consignees,  The  cases  cited  by  the  Appellant 
shew  that  the  necessity  must  be  absolute  to  authorize  the  Master 
selling  the  Cargo.  There  was,  moreover,  a  fatal  omission  in  not  com- 
municating with  the  Owners  or  Consignees  of  the  Cargo,  which  the 
Master  could  have  done :  The  Lizzie  (5) ;  Atkinson  v.  Stephens  (6); 
Ewbank  v.  Nutting  (7) ;  Freeman  v.  The  East  India  Company  (8). 

1872  Judgment  having  been  reserved,  was  now  delivered  by 

May  10.     Sib  Moktagub  Smith  : — 

This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value  of  nineteen  bales 
of  wool  shipped  by  the  Plaintifis  at  a  port  in  Queensland,  on  board 

(1)  3  Bob.  240,  (5)  Law  Eep.  2  A.  &  E.  254. 

(2)  Law  Bep.  2  P.  C.  605-512.  (6)  7  Ex.  567. 

(3)  8  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  459.  (7)  7  C.  B.  797. 

(4)  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Gases  (N.S.)  289-320.  (8)  5  B.  <&  A,  617. 
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the  Defendants'  Vessel,  to  be  carried  to  Sydney,  and  which  were       j.  o. 
sold  by  the  Master  at  an  intermediate  port.  I872 

The  defence  is,  that  the  sale  was  justified  by  the  necessity  of  the        ^^ 
situation  in  which  the  Master  was  placed  with  reference  to  the  Austbalasian 
Cargo.  NxviGATioy 

The  Plaintiffs,  who  were  the  Owners  of  the  wool,  shipped  it  at  v. 
Port  Mackay  in  a  general  Ship  of  the  Defendants,  called  the  ^^°^' 
Williams,  for  Sydney  via  Roekhampton,  and  consigned  it  to  Messrs. 
WiUis,  Merry,  &  Co.,  who  were  their  Agents  at  Sydney.  At  Bock- 
hampton  the  wool  was  transhipped  in  usual  course  into  another 
Steamship  of  the  Defendants,  the  Boomerang.  The  Cargo  consisted 
in  all  of  about  260  bales  of  wool,  belonging  to  different  Owners, 
consigned  to  nineteen  different  Consignees  at  Sydney;  besides 
some  parcels  deliverable  to  order. 

On  her  voyage  from  Bockhampion,  and  about  forty-five  miles 
from  that  port,  the  Boomeranff  struck  on  a  rock,  and  filled ;  the 
whole  of  the  Cargo  was  submerged  and  damaged. 

The  Ship  stranded  on  Thursday,  the  21st  of  December,  and  the 
Cargo  was  taken  out  of  her  and  brought  back  to  Bockhampion. 
The  greater  part  of  it  was  landed  on  the  22nd  and  23rd  of  that 
month.  On  the  latter  day  the  wool  was  examined  by  Surveyors ; 
after  the  survey,  the  Master  determined  to  sell,  and,  on  Saturday, 
the  23rd,  he  advertised  the  sale  for  Tuesday,  the  26th.  These 
general  facts  do  not  seem  to  be  disputed,  and  it  is  not  alleged  that 
the  Master  did  not  use  proper  care  and  diligence  in  discharging 
the  wool,  and  in  having  it  examined  and  surveyed. 

The  complaint  is,  that  he  was  not  justified  by  any  necessity  in 
selling  the  wool,  and  taking  on  himself  to  do  so  without  communi- 
cation with  the  Owners. 

The  case  was  tried  at  Sydney  before  the  Chief  Justice  and  a 
special  jury,  and  the  verdict  passed  for  the  Defendants. 

There  was  conflicting  evidence  at  the  trial  as  to  the  extent  and 
nature  of  the  damage  done  to  the  wool^  and  its  condition. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  many  of  the  bales  had  burst, 
and  the  wool  had  become  intermixed;  that  a  great  number  of 
hales  were  heated ;  that  in  some  fermentation  had  begun,  which, 
if  unchecked  by  speedy  treatment,  would  destroy  the  staple  of  the 
^ool  m  a  few  hours,  or  at  most  in  two  or  three  days.    Evidence 

3         S2 
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J.  a       was  also  given  that,  to  save  wool  in  this  condition  from  destructioD, 

1872       various  processes  were  necessary,  viz.,  unpacking,  washing  in  fresh 

>Pb2        water,  drying,  pressing,  and  repacking  in  fresh  packs,  and  that 

^^^^AM^^  facilities  could  not  be  obtained  by  the  Master  in  the  small  town  of 

Navioation  Rockhampton  for  this  treatment ;  and,  in  fact,  that  no  person  could 

V.         be  found  to  undertake  the  work,  even  if  he  had  been  disposed  to 

^^^      pay  the  heavy  expense  of  it. 

There  was  some  opposing  evidence  on  these  points ;  but,  after 
the  verdict,  it  may  be  taken  that  the  jury  gave  credit  to  the  case 
of  the  Defendants,  which  was,  in  substance,  that  the  Sea  damage 
had  brought  the  Cargo  into  a  state  in  which  it  could  neither  be 
carried  on  nor  stored,  and  that  it  would  in  two  or  three  days  have 
lost  nearly  all  value,  unless  it  could  at  once  be  treated  in  the  way 
above  described ;  that  such  treatment  could  not  practically  be 
obtained  on  a  large  scale,  and  that,  consequently,  there  was  no 
other  course  to  be  taken  for  the  benefit  of  the  Owners,  than  to  sell 
,the  wool  in  parcels  to  numerous  Purchasers,  who  might  be  able, 
individually,  to  apply  the  proper  treatment  to  their  small  lots. 

The  verdict  having  passed  for  the  Defendants,  a  rule  nin  was 
granted  to  set  it  aside,  and  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds  of  mis- 
direction and  that  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence. 

This  rule  was  made  absolute  by  two  Judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  New  South  Wales;  the  Chief  Justice,  who  tried  the 
action,  dissenting ;  and  this  judgment  is  the  subject  of  the  present 
appeal. 

The  general  principles  of  law  are  not  in  dispute,  viz.,  that  tbo 
authority  of  the  Master  of  a  Ship  to  sell  the  goods  of  the  absent 
Owner  is  derived  from  the  necessity  of  the  situation  in  which  he 
is  placed;  and,  consequently,  that  to  justify  his  thus  dealing 
with  the  goods,  he  must  establish  (1)  a  necessity  for  the  sale ;  and 
(2)  inability  to  communicate  with  the  Owner,  and  obtain  his  direc- 
tions. Under  these  conditions,  and  by  force  of  them,  the  Master 
becomes  the  Agent  of  the  Owner,  not  only  with  the  power,  but 
under  the  obligation  (within  certain  limits)  of  acting  for  him ;  but 
he  is  not,  in  any  case,  entitled  to  substitute  his  own  judgment  for 
the  will  of  the  Owner,  in  the  strong  act  of  selling  the  goods,  where 
it  18  possible,  as  hereafter  explained,  to  communicate  with  the 
Owner,  and  ascertain  his  will. 
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The  samming-up  of  the  Chief  Jostice  was  impugned  on  the        J.  a 
ground  that  the  learned  Jndge  did  not  bring  these  principles  with       1872 
BufiBcient  distinctness  to  the  attention  of  the  jury:  and  it  was        ^^ 
alleged  that  they  were  misled  by  the  way  in  which  the  case  was  "^^^^j;^'^ 
left  to  them.  Kayigatiom 

The  first  specific  objection  was  to  the  Chief  Justice's  explanation  «. 
of  the  word  "  necessity ;" — it  was  referred  to  in  the  judgment  of  ^^°"^ 
Mr.  Justice  Bargravey  who  said  that  he  considered  the  jury  to  have 
been  misled  by  two  circumstances;  first,  by  the  explanation  of 
"  necessity/'  as  being  only  equivalent  to  "  a  high  degree  of  expe- 
diency," "  highly  expedient/'  &c.;  and,  secondly,  by  the  fourth 
written  question,  viz.,  whether  the  Defendants  had  acted  *^  as  wise 
and  prudent  men." 

It  appears  that  the  Chief  Justice  did  use  the  elpressions  thus 
qaoted ;  but  to  ascertain  in  what  sense  they  were  used  the  other 
parts  of  his  summing-up  must  be  looked  at.  The  Chief  Justice, 
after  stating  the  circumstances  which  would  create  a  necessity  for 
Belling,  goes  on  thus : — 

^  But  it  is  only  in  cases  of  the  most  pressing  necessity  that  the 
Master  can  thus  take  upon  himself  to  act  for  the  Owners  of  the 
Cargo ;  and  if  he  does  this  without  such  a  pressing  necessity,  he 
and  his  Owners  will  be  responsible,  even  though  he  may  have 
acted  in  perfect  good  faith."  Then  follow  the  passages  complained 
of:— 

**  This  necessity  is  equivalent,  for  the  purposes  of  the  present 
inquiry,  to  a  high  degree  of  expediency;  in  other  words,  that 
coarse  which  was  clearly  highly  expedient  will  be  considered  to 
have  been  pressingly  necessary."  And,  at  the  conclusion  of  his 
Bumming-up,  he  says,  '*  the  Master  cannot  dispose  of  it  in  any  way 
unless  under  such  a  necessity  as  that  already  mentioned,  and 
where  he  can  hold  no  correspondence  with  the  Owner." 

The  learned  Judge,  after  these  observations,  left  some  specific 
qnestions  on  the  facts,  which  the  jury  found  for  the  Defendants, 
and  added  the  question  (No.  4),  to  which  objection  is  made ; — "  Did 
the  Defendants,  time  and  circumstances  considered,  act  for  the  best, 
and  as  wise  and  prudent  men,  for  the  interest  of  the  Plaintifi*s  T 
which  the  jury  answered  in  the  afiSrmative. 
The  learned  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  who  criticised  the 
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J.  0.       Chief  Justice's  explanation  of  "  necessity/'  did  not  attempt  them- 
1872        selves  to  define  it.  Jt  has^  undoubtedly,  been  employed  in  cases  of 
Xhs        this  kind  to  express  the  urgency  of  the  occasion  which  must  exist 
^^8™^^  to  justify  the  act  of  the  Master— but  liie  word  «  necessity,"  when 
Navigation  applied  to  mercantile  aflGurs,  where  the  judgment  must,  in  the 
V.         nature  of  things,  be  exercised,  cannot  of  course  mean  an  irresis- 
^^^'      tible  compelling  power — what  is  meant  by  it  in  such  cases  is,  the 
force  of  circumstances  which  determine  the  course  a  man  ought  to 
take.    Thus,  when  by  the  force  of  circumstances  a  man  has  the 
duty  cast  upon  him  of  taking  some  action  for  another,  and  undei 
that  obligation,  adopts  the  course  which,  to  the  judgment  of  a 
wise  and  prudent  man,  is  apparently  the  best  for  the  interest  of 
the  persons  for  whom  he  acts  in  a  given  emergency,  it  may  pro- 
perly be  said  pf  the  course  so  taken,  that  it  was,  in  a  mercantile 
sense,  necessary  to  take  it. 

The  Chief  Justice  appears  to  have  directed  the  jury  substantially 
to  the  above  effect.  He  repeatedly  told  them  that  they  must  be 
satisfied  of  *'  the  necessity,"  "  the  pressing  necessity,"  for  the  sale. 
In  adding, '*'  which  means  that  the  course  taken  must  be  clearly 
highly  expedient,"  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  he  intended  the 
jury  to  understand,  that,  if  the  sale  was  merely  expedient,  the 
Master  would  have  been  right  in  resorting  to  it,  nor  can  it  be  sup- 
posed the  jury  so  understood  the  charge.  It  could  not  properly  be 
predicated  of  the  sale  that  it  was  "  clearly  highly  expedient "  if 
a  better  course  could  have  been  found.  Considering,  therefore, 
the  language  of  the  charge  as  a  whole,  and  the  terms  of  the  fourth 
question,  their  Lordships  think  the  jury  were  led  to  consider  the 
right  question  (so  far  as  the  point  now  under  discussion  is  concerned) 
viz.,  whether  there  existed  a  necessity  for  the  sale  as  the  best  and 
most  prudent  thing  to  be  done  for  the  interest  of  the  Owner  of  the 
goods. 

A  sale  of  Cargo  by  the  Master  may  obviously  be  necessary  in 
the  above  sense  of  the  word,  although  another  course  might  have 
been  taken  in  dealing  with  it ;  for  instance,  if  in  this  case  the 
wool,  which  had  no  value  but  as  an  article  of  commerce,  could  have 
been  dried  and  repacked,  and  then  stored  or  sent  on,  but  at  a  cost 
to  the  Owner  clearly  exceeding  any  possible  value  of  it  to  him 
when  so  treated,  it  would  plainly  have  been  the  duty  of  the 
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Master  to  sell,  as  a  better  course  for  the  interest  of  the  Owner  of  J.  0. 
the  property,  than  to  save  it  by  incurring  on  his  behaK  a  wasteful  1872 
expenditure.  In  other  words,  a  commercial  necessity  for  the  sale  thb 
would  then  arise,  justifying  the  Master  in  resorting  to  it.  ^^^^am '^^^ 

It  was  farther  objected,  on  the  argument  at  this  Bar,  that  the  Naviqatioh 
attention  of  the  jury  was  not  su£ScientIy  directed  to  the  condition         v. 
of  the  specific  bales  of  wool  of  the  PlaintifiEs  as  distinguished  from       Jf!f * 
the  rest ;  but  it  seems  to  their  Lordships  that  their  attention  must 
have  been  directed  to  the  Plaintifis'  wool,  although,  no  doubt,  from 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  trial  took  very  much  the  shape 
of  an  inquiry  into  the  state  of  the  entire  Cargo  as  a  mass.    Both 
sides  appear  to  have  gone  into  the  whole  matter,  and  the  evidence 
of  Witnesses  taken  in  another  action  with  reference  to  another  part 
of  the  Cargo  was  by  consent  read  on  this  trial.    It  is  plain  that  the 
Ship  was  a  general  Ship;  that  the  wool  belonged  to  numerous 
Owners ;  that  all  of  it  was  more  or  less  damaged,  and  that  some  of 
it  was  so  intermixed  as  to  render  it  di£Scult  within  the  time  at  the 
Master's  disposal,  and  the  small  resources  of  the  Port,  to  deal  with 
the  bales  separately ;  these  facts  must,  properly,  have  had  great     • 
weight  with  the  jury,  when  they  came  to  consider  what  it  was 
practicable  for  the  Master  to  do  with  such  a  Cargo,  and  the  diflfc- 
rent  parcels  of  which  it  was  composed. 

Their  Lordships  have  now  to  consider  the  objections  made  to 
that  part  of  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge  which  related  to 
the  obligation  of  the  Master  to  communicate  with  the  Owners. 

It  is  not  disputed  that  the  Chief  Justice  pointedly  called  the 
attention  of  the  jury  to  this  obligation.  He  told  them  that  the 
Master  could  not  sell  the  goods  "  unless  under  such  a  necessity  as 
that  already  mentioned,  and  where  he  could  hold  no  communica- 
tion with  the  Owners."  And  after  this  explanation  he  put  as  the 
fifth  question  to  the  jury,  "  Had  the  Defendants,  considering  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  time  and  opportunity  to  obtain  in- 
structions by  the  Owners  ?"  telling  them  their  verdict  must  be  for 
the  Plaintiff  if  they  found  that  question  in  the  affirmative,  what- 
ever their  opinion  on  the  other  parts  of  the  case  might  be. 

The  possibility  of  communicating  with  the  Owners  must,  of 
course,  depend  on  the  circumstances  of  each  case,  inyolving  the 
consideration  of  the  facts  which  create  the  urgency  for  an  early 
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J.  0.       sale ;  the  distance  of  the  Port  from  the  Owners ;  the  meatis  of 

1872       communication  which  may  exist ;  and  the  general  position  of  the 

The        Master  in  the  particular  emergency. 

AusTOALAfliAH     g^^j^  ^  commuuication  need  only  be  made  when  an  answer  can 

Navigatiok  be  obtained,  or  there  is  a  reasonable  expectation  that  it  could  be 

V.         obtained,  before  the  sale.   When,  however,  there  is  ground  forsnch 

an  expectation,  every  endeavour,  so  far  as  the  position  in  which  he 

is  placed  will  allow,  should  be  made  by  the  Master  to  obtam  the 
Owner's  instructions.  (See  the  judgment  of  this  Board  by  the  Lord 
Justice  Knight  Bruce  in  the  case  of  The  Bonaparte  (1) ;  the  Go^ 
I'ected  passage  is  given  in  the  report  of  The  Cargo  ex  Hamburg  (2).) 

In  the  present  case  the  sale,  if  justifiable  at  all,  must  have  taken 
place  speedily,  for  the  perishable  condition  of  the  wool,  which 
alone  justified  the  Master  in  selling,  made  it  necessary  there  should 
be  an  immediate  disposition  of  it ;  and  the  jury,  in  affirming  the 
necessity  of  the  sale,  must  be  taken  so  to  have  found. 

The  Plaintiffs  themselves  were  the  Owners  of  the  wool.  *  They 
had  shipped  it  on  their  own  account  for  Sydney,  where  it  was  to 
be  trans-shipped  to  Etigland.  They  lived  at  an  inland  station,  and 
no  means  existed  for  communicating  with  them  before  the  sale ; 
and  upon  these  facts  it  was  scarcely  contended  by  the  learned 
Counsel  at  the  Bar  that  the  Owners  themselves  could  have  been 
communicated  with. 

The  Master  did  apply  to  Messrs.  Bea  &  Co.,  who  acted  for  some 
purposes  as  the  Agents  of  the  Plaintiffs  at  Bochhampton,  to  take 
the  wool  on  their  behalf,  but  they  declined  to  interfere  with  it,  or 
with  the  Master's  discretion. 

The  principal  contention  on  this  part  of  the  case  was,  that  the 
Master  ought  to  have  communicated  with  Messrs.  WiUk  &  Co.,  the 
Consignees  at  Sydney,  or  used  some  endeavours  to  do  so. 

In  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  contrary,  the  presumption 
would  properly  arise  that  the  Consignees  named  in  a  Bill  of  lading 
had  an  interest  in  the  goods,  and  ought  to  be  communicated  with ; 
but  in  the  present  case  it  is  clear  that  Messrs.  WiUis  iSk  Go.  had  no 
interest  in  the  wool,  and  were  to  act  only  as  the  Agents  of  the 
Plaintiffs  at  Sydney.    The  obligation,  therefore,  to  communicate 

(I)  1  Moorc'sP.  C.  Cases,  459,  473.     (2)  2  Moore's  P.  0.  Cases (N.S.),  320. 
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with  them  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  depend  on  two  questions       J.  0. 
of  fact:—  1872 

First,  whether,  from  the  nature  of  their  agency,  they  were  such        ^^ 
Agents  as  ought  to  have  been  communicated  with ;  and,  if  so—     "^^^g^^^'^* 

Second,  whether  there  was  time  and  opportunity,  under  the  Navigation 
circumstances,  to  consult  them  before  the  sale.  «. 

With  regard  to  the  first  of  these  questions,  it  is  certainly  strange,  ^^■• 
if  the  obligation  to  consult  Messrs.  WiUis  &  Co.  was  intended  to 
be  relied  on,  that  although  Mr.  Morse  (one  of  the  Plaintiffs)  and 
Mr.  Willis  (the  Agent)  were  both  examined  viva  voce  at  the  trial, 
no  information  whatever  was  given  by  them  of  the  nature  and 
scope  of  this  agency.  The  fair  inference  arising  from  this  absti- 
nence, and  from  the  evidence  afforded^  by  the  Letters  of  Messrs. 
WiRis  &  Oo.f  shewing  what  they  actually  did  in  the  subsequent  part 
of  the  transaction,  as  well  as  from  the  general  course  of  business  with 
regard  to  wool  consignments,  seems  to  be,  that  Messrs.  WiUis  cfe  Co, 
were  shipping  Agents,  employed  to  forward  the  wool  to  England, 
and  that  they  were  not  the  general  Agents  of  the  Plaintiffs,  nor 
clothed  with  any  authority  to  act  for  them  in  dealing  with  the 
wool  before  its  arrival  at  Sydney,  and  on  an  emergency  of  this 
kind ;  but,  at  all  events,  the  nature  and  character  of  the  agency 
was,  in  their  Lordships'  view,  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury;  and 
it  may  be  assumed,  that  a  special  jury  of  Merchants  of  Sydney 
were  thoroughly  competent  to  deal  with  it. 

On  the  second  question,  viz.,  whether  communication  with 
Messrs.  Willis  <&  Co.  was  practicable,  some  of  the  circumstances 
to  be  considered  were,  that  the  wool  was  landed  and  surveyed  on 
Saturday,  the  23rd  of  December,  and  that,  on  its  state  being 
ascertained,  an  immediate  sale  was  resolved  upon  as  being  neces- 
sary, and  fixed  for  Tuesday,  the  26th  (the  intervening  days  being 
Sonday  and  Christmas  Day),  and  at  once  advertised.  The  Ship 
was  a  general  Ship ;  there  were  twenty-three  Consignees,  most  of 
tliem  at  Sydney,  each  having  an  equal  right  to  the  time  and  con- 
sideration of  the  Master.  Sydney  is  900  miles  from  BocTchamplon. 
No  Letter  could  have  reached  that  place.    There  was,  however, 

telegraphic  communication  betweeii  the  two  towns;  and  much 

conflicting  evidence  was  given  as  to  the  possibility  of  corresponding 

by  means  of  it,  especially  on  Sunday  and  Christmas  Day. 
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J.  0.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  Master  is  bound  to  employ  the 

1872       telegraph  as  a  means  of  communication  where  it  can  be  usefully 

Tbe        ^^^^  I  bu^9  ^^  this  case,  the  state  of  the  particular  telegraph,  the 

"^^^S^itf^^  way  it  was  managed,  and  how  far  explanatory  messages  could  be 

Navigation  transmitted  by  it,  having  regard  to  the  time  and  circumstances  in 

V.         which  the  Master  was  placed,  were  proper  subjects  to  be  cousidered 

^^'      by  the  jury,  together  with  the  other  facts,  in  determining  the 

question  of  the  practicability  of  communication. 

It  was  contended  for  the  Bespondents  that,  although  the  above 
two  questions  of  fact  may  have  arisen  on  the  evidence,  yet  that 
the  attention  of  the  jury  was  not  su£Sciently  directed  to  them. 
Their  Lordships  have  not  had  the  advantage  of  seeing  the  whole 
of  the  summing-up  of  the  learned  Judge ;  but  it  is  apparent,  from 
the  course  of  the  trial,  that  the  jury  must  have  been  led  to  con- 
sider them.  A  great  deal  of  evidence  was  given,  as  to  the  state  of 
the  telegraph,  and  the  habits  of  business  of  the  Merchants  ot  Sydney, 
with  the  sole  object  of  shewing  the  practicability  of  communication 
with  Messrs.  WtUts  dt  Co.  It  appears  also  from  the  record  that, 
at  the  very  end  of  the  case  at  the  trial,  the  Counsel  for  the  Defen- 
dants objected  to  the  Chief  Justice,  that  if  the  Flaintififs  insisted 
that  it  was  the  Master's  duty  to  have  consulted  "  the  Consignees 
or  the  Flaintififs,*'  the  facts  out  of  which  the  duty  arose  should  have 
been  specially  replied.  The  Chief  Justice  overruled  the  objection, 
holding  that  a  special  replication  on  the  record  was  not  necessary. 
This  discussion  clearly  shews  that  the  question  as  to  communica- 
tion with  the  Consignees  was  an  issue,  not  only  raised,  but  regarded 
by  the  Chief  Justice  as  one  to  be  decided  by  the  jury.  In  truth, 
they  must  have  had  the  point  present  to  their  minds  during  mo6t 
of  the  trial,  and  must  haye  considered  it  as  involved  in  the  question 
submitted  to  them. 

Undoubtedly,  if  the  Chief  Justice  ought  to  have  told  the  jury 
that,  in  point  of  law,  the  Master  was  bound  to  communicate  with 
the  Consignees,  his  direction  might  be  successfully  assailed ;  for  be 
did  not  so  direct  them :  but  their  Lordships  think  that  in  this  case 
the  learned  Judge  could  not  properly  have  taken  upon  himself  so 
to  rule  as  a  matter  of  law,  and,  on  the  contrary,  that  the  questions 
of  fact  beforo  referrei  to  were  within  the  proper  province  of  the 
jury. 


MOBSB. 
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A  further  objection  is  made  to  the  Judge's  summing-up,  on  the  J.  C. 
ground  that  he  told  the  jury  "  in  effect "  that»  if  the  Master  could  1872 
not  communicato  mrith  all  the  Owners  of  the  Cargo,  he  might  sell  thb 
without  communicating  with  any.  If  the  learned  Judge  had  really  "^^^^isam^^ 
60  directed  the  jury,  as  a  matter  of  law,  their  Lordships  would  have  Navigation 
coEsidered  that  his  direction  was  erroneous ;  because,  undoubtedly,  v. 
each  Owner  has  a  right  to  the  consideration  of  the  Master,  and, 
acting  as  his  Agent^  he  should  do  his  best  to  communicate  with 
him.  In  the  case  of  an  Owner  who  might  be  near,  and  easily  got 
at,  it  certainly  would  not  alone  be  a  su£Scient  excuse  for  not 
communicating  with  him,  that  others  at  a  greater  distance  could 
not  be  consulted.  But  it  has  not  been  shewn  to  their  Lordships 
that  the  Chief  Justice  did  lay  down  any  such  proposition  of  law. 
He  certainly  directed  the  attention  of  the  jury  to  the  facts  that  the 
Cargo  was  a  general  one,  belonging  to  numerous  Owners,  and  the 
difiSeulty  of  communicating  with  all,  ks  circumstances  which  would, 
in  fact,  increase  the  embarrassment  in  which  the  Master  was 
placed.  Their  Lordships  consider  that  the  learned  Judge  was 
justified  in  so  doing.  A  Merchant  knows  when  he  embarks  his 
goods  in  a  general  Ship  that  they  cannot  have  the  undivided  care 
and  attention  of  the  Master.  It  is  obvious,  when  such  a  Ship  is  in 
diatress  at  a  distant  Port,  from  whence  communication  with  all 
the  Owners  is  impossible,  and  with  any  of  them  difficult,  that  the 
task  of  selecting  (where  all  are  entitled  to  consideration)  those 
with  whom  he  can  and  should  communicate,  must  add  greatly  to 
the  Master's  labours,  and  might  in  some  cases  require  an  amount 
of  time  and  attention  which  he  could  not  give  unless  he  neglected 
more  pressing  duties  connected  with  saving  and  dealing  with  the 
goods.  Such  a  state  of  things,  when  it  exists,  is  clearly  within  the 
range  of  the  circumstances  which  the  jury  may  properly  be 
directed  to  consider  in  estimating  the  conduct  of  the  Master. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  their  Lo];dship3  have  come  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  misdirections  imputed  to  the  Chief  Justice  have 
not  been  established,  and  that  the  rule  for  setting  aside  the  verdict 
ought  not  to  have  been  made  absolute  on  that  ground. 

The  Chief  Justice,  who  tried  the  cause,  reports  that  he  is  satis- 
fied with  the  verdict,  and,  therefore,  with  regard  to  that  part  of  the 
rule  which  seeks  to  set  aside  the  verdict  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
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J.  0.       against  the  weight  of  evidencey  their  Lordships,  in  accordance  with 

1872        the  ordinary  rule,  would  not  be  disposed  to  disturb  the  verdict  cm 

The        ^^^^  ground  unless  it  appeared  to  them  to  be  clearly  wrong.   Their 

^^"stbam"^  Lordships  need  only  say  that  they  have  not  been  led  by  the  dia- 

Natioation  cussion  of  the  case  to  this  conclusion ;  and,  in  the  result,  they  will 
CoiiPAinr  _ 

V,         humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to  allow  this  appeal,  and  to  order  that 

the  rule  making  absolute  the  rule  nin  for  a  new  trial  be  set  aside, 

and  the  original  rule  be  discharged  with  costs.    The  Appellants 

will  have  the  costs  of  this  appeal,  and  the  deposit  made  by  them 

as  security  for  costs  will  be  returned  to  them. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Hill  &  Son. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  WUde,  Wilde,  Berger,  &  Mom. 


MORSS. 


Appellant; 


J.O.*      ABEAHAM  DENYSSEN,  as  Sbcretaby  of 
1872  The  South  African  Association  fob  thb 

Aprai9,20,        ADMINISTBATION    AND     SBTTLBMBNT    OF    ES- 

^*  TATES         •      •     •     •     • •     • 

AND 

SYBRAND  JACOBUS  MOSTERT      ....    Rbspondent. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THB  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  C^PE  OF 
GOOD  HOPE. 

Cape  of  Oood  Hope — Boman-Dutch  Law — ffusband  a^d  Wife — Community  of 
Goods — Mutual  Will — Bevocation  by  Surviving  Spouse — Adiation — Acquiesceitct. 

ExpoBition  and  effect  of  the  Roman-Butch  Law  prevailing  in  the  Cape  of 
Oood  Hope,  in  respect  to  a  mutual  Will  made  by  Husband  and  Wife. 

First,  such  mutual  Will  is  to  be  construed  as  a  separate  Will ;  the  dispof^i- 
tion  of  each  spouse  being  treated  as  applicable  to  his  or  her  half  of  the  joint 
property. 

Secondly,  each  spouse  is  at  liberty  to  revoke  his  or  her  part  of  the  Will 
during  the  co-Testator's  lifetime,  with  or  without  oommunication  with  the 
co-Testator,  or  after  the  co-Testator's  death. 

The  power  which  a  surviving  spouse  has  to  revoke  a  mutual  Will,  as  far 
as  affects  half  of  the  property,  is  taken  away  upon  the  concurrence  of  two 
conditions :  (1)  where  the  Will  disposes  of  the  joint  property  on  the  death  of 


*  Present : — Sib  James  Williah  Oolvilb,  Sib  Mohtague  Edwabd  Smitb, 
and  Sot  Robxbt  Pobbxit  Gollieb. 
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the  survivor,  the  property  heing  oonsolidated  into  one  miss  for  the  purpose         j,  q, 

of  a  joint  disposition  of  it ;  and  (2),  if  the  sorviror  has  accepted  some  benefit 

under  the  Will  v^v^ 

A  mntoal  Will  made  by  Husband  and  Wife  having  oommnnity  of  goods,     Dsntssbit 
providing  for  payment  of  debts,  with  provision  for  Children  and  Grandchildren,     MflJmiT 
and  nominating  sole  and  universal  heirs : — Eeld^  to  be  revocable  by  the        ._ 
surviving  spouse,  who  had  not  adiated  or  accepted  the  provisions  therein  given, 
80  far  as  affected  her  property,  and  that  she  was  entitled  to  claim  her  half  of 
the  inheritance, 

1  HIS  apx>eal  was  brought  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  CJolony  of  the  Cafe  of  Oood  Hope,  in  an  action  wherein  the 
Appellant,  in  his  capacity  of  Secretary  of  the  South  African  Aaso^ 
elation  for  the  administration  and  settlement  of  estates,  was  Plain- 
tiff, and  the  Bespondent  was  Defendant. 

The  Appellant  sued  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  Association  as 
the  cessionaries  of  a  Mortgage  Bond  or  Deed  of  hypothecation, 
dated  the  11th  of  November,  1859,  executed  by  the  Bespondent 
in  favour  of  one  Comelts  Mosiert,  sen.  (since  deceased),  for  securing 
payment  of  the  sum  of  £3,750,  with  interest. 

Comdis  Moetert,  sen.,  the  Mortgagee,  was  the  Husband  of 
Elizabeth  Ja4xlba  Mostert,  nde  Ijouw,  to  whom  he  was  married  in  com- 
munity of  property.  He  was  the  Owner  and  cultivated  a  Farm  near 
Cape  Toum^  called  *'  Vaikenberff.'*  Becoming  advanced  in  years,  he 
quitted  agricultural  pursuits,  and  sold  his  Farm  Valhenberg  by 
public  sale  to  the  Bespondent,  who  was  his  Nephew  and  his  Son-in- 
law,  having  married  Isabella  Petrondla  Hester,  one  of  his  Daughters. 
After  the  sale,  the  Bespondent,  in  the  year  1856,  became  insolvent, 
according  to  the  law  of  the  Colony  of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope;  not 
having  paid  the  purchase-money  for  the  Farm  Valkenberg. 

Becoming  certificated  in  the  year  1859,  the  Bespondent  was 
enabled,  by  an  arrangement  between  him  and  Comelts  Mostert, 
sen.,  and  Syhrand  Ja^cdms  Mostert,  sen.,  the  Bespondent's  Father, 
to  remain  or  become  again  the  proprietor  of  the  Farm.  Under  this 
arrangement^  and  for  securing  the  purchase-money,  the  Bespondent, 
by  his  Attorney,  executed  in  favour  of  Oorndis  Mostert,  sen.,  the 
Mortgage  Bond  or  Deed  of  hypothecation  of  the  11th  of  November, 
1859,  sued  upon  by  the  Appellant. 

By  this  Bond  the  Bespondent  hypothecated  the  Farm  Valken- 
ierg  for  securing  the  sum  of  £3,750,  and  for  interest  thereon  at 
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J.  0.       the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum,  with  arrears  of  premiums  of 

1872       assurance  which  might  be  due  by  the  Eespondent  on  the  premises 

Djentssek    hypothecated,  and  after  engaging  to  keep  the  buildings  thereon 

MowTOT     JJ^s^i^d  against  Fire,  the  Respondent  thereby  authorized  Comdis 

—       Morieri,  sen.,  to  pay  the  premiums  of  insurance,  in  the  event  of 

the  Eespondent  not  doing  so. 

Syhrand  Jacolms  Masterly  sen.,  became  by  this  Bond  bound  in 
Bolidum  as  surety  for  and  joint  principal  Debtor  of  the  above 
capital  sum,  and  interest  as  might  become  due  thereon. 

On  the  31st  of  August,  1860,  Corndis  Mostert,  sen.,  and  EKza- 
hdh  Jacdba,  his  Wife,  made  together,  in  the  manner  customary  in 
the  Colony  of  the  Cape  of  Oood  Hope^  a  mutual  Will. 

This  Will,  made  before  a  Notary  Public,  was  in  Dutch,  the 
language  spoken  by  the  Testators  and  their  family.  It  declared 
their  will  to  be : — First,  to  bequeath,  as  pre-legacy,  to  the  sur- 
vivor of  them  (with  liberty  to  accept  such  legacy  or  not)  the  garden 
or  estate  then  occupied  by  the  Testators,  called  Wdffedaan,  with  all 
fixtures  thereon,  and  everything  which  might  be  brought  under  the 
denomination  of  moveable  property,  trinkets,  and  cattle,  and  which 
might  be,  at  the  death  of  the  first  dying  of  the  Testators,  upon  or 
in  any  part  of  the  garden  or  estate,  and  in  any  of  the  buildings 
erected  thereon,  and  which  belonged  to  the  estate  of  the  Testators, 
and  all  that  together,  for  a  sum  of  £3,000  sterling,  to  be  by  the  sur- 
vivor of  the  Testators  brought  into  the  estate  of  the  first  dying  of 
the  Testators  for  the  same.  Secondly,  the  Testators  bequeathed 
(after  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  them)  to  be  paid  out  and  satis- 
fied :  to  their  Grandchildren,  John  Bernard  and  Comdis  Mosleri 
Bernard  (being  children  of  their  then  deceased  Daughter,  EHza- 
hdh  Christina  Mostert,  procreated  in  marriage  with  Jan  Fredrik 
Bernard),  jointly  the  sum  of  £300  sterling ;  to  their  Daughter, 
Maria  Carolina  Mostert,  'married  to  Jan  Fredrik  van  Reenen,  the 
sum  of  £300  sterling ;  to  their  Son,  Adriaan  Syhrand  Mostert,  a  sum 
of  £300  sterling;  to  their  Son,  Tobias  Comdis  Mostert,  a  sum  of  £300 
sterling ;  to  their  Daughter,  Isabella  PetroneUa  Hester  Mostert,  mar- 
ried to  the  Respondent,  Syhrand  Jacobus  Mostert,  jun.,  a  sum  of  £300 
sterling;  to  their  Daughter,  Jacdba  Anna  Mostert,  married  to  Jacobus 
Johannes  Meinijes,  a  sum  of  £300  sterling ;  and  to  their  Son,  Jan 
Fredrik  Mostert,  a  sum  of  £300  sterling;  with  the  stipulation,  that  in 


V, 
MOSTBRT. 
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case  one  or  more  of  the  aboTe-named  Legatees  (all  of  whom  were       J.  0. 
likewise  instituted  as  heirs  under  the  Will)  should  offer  any  opposi-       1872 
tion  to  any  one  of  the  stipulations  attached  to  their  institution  as    DExraEir 
heiis^and  connected  therewith,  such  Legatee  or  Legatees  thus  oppos- 
ing the  same  as  heir  or  heirs  should  forfeit  all  his,  her,  or  their 
right  or  title  to  his,  her,  or  their  legacy;-  and  every  such  legacy 
was,  with  regard  to  such  Legatee  or  Legatees  offering  opposition  as 
heir  or  heirs,  revoked  by  the  Will,  with  further  stipulation,  that 
every  such  forfeited  and  revoked  legacy  should  be  considered  as 
belonging  to  and  forming  part  of  the  estate,  and  should  serve  to 
increase  the  inheritance  of  the  heirs  generally. 

Proceeding  to  the  appointment  of  heirs,  the  Testators  appointed 
as  their  sole  and  universal  heirs : — ^Pirst,  the  survivor  of  the  Testa- 
tors; second,  their  Son,  Comdis  Mosteri;  third,  the  children  of 
their  Daughter,  Elizotbeth  Christina  Jlfos^^,  procreated  in  marriage 
with  Jan  Fredrik  Bernard;  fourth,  the  Daughter  of  the  Testators, 
Maria  Carolina  Mosteri,  married  to  Jan  Fredrik  van  Beenen; 
fifth,  the  Son  of  the  Testators,  Adriaan  Syhrand  Mostert ;  sixth, 
their  Son,  Tohias  Cornelia  Mostert ;  seventh,  their  Son,  Johannes 
Andreas  Mostert ;  eighth,  their  Daughter,  Isabella  PetroneHa  Hester 
Mostert,  married  to  the  Bespondent,  Syhrand  Jacobus  Mostert^ 
jun. ;  ninth,  the  Daughter  of  the  Testators,  Jaeoba  Anrui  Mostert^ 
married  to  Jacobus  Johannes  Mdntjes  ;  and  tenth,  the  Son  of  the 
Testators,  Jan  Fredrik  Mostert,  in  equal  shares,  and  in  case  of 
predecease  of  one  or  more  of  them,  their  lawful  descendants  by 
representation  p&r  stirpes ;  and  in  all  the  goods  and  effects  relin- 
quished by  the  Testators'  inheritances  and  successions,  nothing  in 
the  world  excepted ;  subject,  however,  to  certain  stipulations  therein 
specified  (1) ;  and  appointed  as  Executors,  Testamentary  Adminis- 
trators of  the  estate,  and  Guardians  of  the  minor,  and  fdei  commis- 
9ary  heirs,  the  Testator's  Wife  and  the  Appellant  Association, 
reserving  "  to  themselves  the  power  and  right  thereafter  to  make 
such  alterations  or  additions  to  that  their  Will  as  they  might  wish 
or  desn^,  either  at  the  foot  thereof  under  their  own  signature,  or 
by  separate  deed,"  a  power  which  they  exercised  by  executing 

a  Codicil  the  year  following  regarding  the  share  for  excess  of  in- 
heritance that  should  fall  to  their  Daughter,  Jaeoba  Anna  Mostert^ 
(1)  Set  forth  in  extenso  in  the  judgment,  post,  pp.  247-8. 
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J.  0.       by  reason  of  the  stipulations  in  the  Will  contained^  which  such 
1872       codicil  dedaredy  should  remain  burthened  with  the  entail  of  ^i^i 


DsNTssKN    commimum  with  all  the  stipulations  and  conditions  attached  to  the 


V. 
MOBTEBT.        Sftme. 


The  Testator,  Cornelia  Mostert,  died  on  the  15th  of  December, 
1862. 

His  Widow,  the  surviving  Testatrix,  together  with  the  AppeUant 
Association,  her  co-executors,  on  the  23rd  of  December,  1862, 
deposited  the  joint  Will  and  Codicil  with  the  Master  of  the 
Supreme  Court  in  the  Colony,  and  obtained  from  him  the  usual  cer- 
tificate or  Letters  of  Administration,  certifying  that  she  and  the 
Appellant  Association  had  been  duly  appointed  Executors  testa- 
mentary, and  authorizing  them  as  such  to  administer  her  Husband's 
estate. 

I  On  the  2l8t  of  January,  1863,  the  Widow  Moslert,  in  exercise 
of  the  option  given  to  her  by  the  joint  Will  of  the  31st  of  August, 
1860,  wrote  to  her  co-executors  declining  to  accept  the  pre-legacy 
of  Welgedaan  and  the  moveables  there,  for  which  the  price  would 
have  been  £3,000,  to  be  brought  by  her  into  her  Husband's  estate. 
By  this  Letter  she  gave  directions  for  the  sale,  in  March,  1863,  of 
the  entirety  of  the  pre-legacy  for  the  account  of  the  estate,  with 
the  exception  of  some  of  the  moveable  articles  which  she  wished  to 
keep  out  for  herself.  She  also  gave  directions  with  reference  to  a 
sale  by  her  late  Husband  of  a  piece  of  land  with  buildings  thereon, 
in  Breda  Street,  to  their  Daughter,  Jacclba  Anna  Mostert,  for 
£1,500,  desiring  that  this  sale  should  be  completed,  and  the  whole 
purchase-money  secured  to  her  Husband's  estate,  and  all  costs  paid 
out  of  his  estate.  She  also  gave  directions  for  the  sale  of  the 
different  shares  in  certain  Companies  which  had  been  found  in 
tho  estate  and  were  set  forth  in  an  inventory,  except  one  share 
in  the  Appellant  Association.  This  excepted  share  she  desired 
might  be  taken  over  by  her  Son,  Jan  Fredrik  Mostert,  at  the  value 
then  set  upon  it  in  the  Books,  without  any  premium. 

The  Appellant  Association,  acting  on  their  own  behalf  as  well 
as  for  the  Widow,  as  Executors,  did  not  confine  their  administra- 
tion to  the  estate  of  the  Husband  (t.  e,  the  half  of  the  joint  estate), 
but  included  the  whole  of  the  joint  estate,  and  from  June,  1864,  to 
February,  1868,  intituled  their  liquidation  and  distribution  adver- 
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tisements  and  accounts,  as  relating  to  the  estate  of  Comdis  Mostert,       J.  0. 
sen.,  and  his  surviying  Widow,  or  as  relating  to  **  the  joint  estate  of       i872 
the  late  Comdis  Mostert,  sen.,  and  his  surviving  spouse,  Elizabeth    jy^^^^ 
Jaccba  Louw^  as  reliiiquished  by  him  according  to  mutual  Will  of    ^  *• 
the  31st  of  August,  1860."   The  sum  claimed  and  deducted  by  the       -^ — 
Widow  and  the  Appellant  Association,  her  co-executors,  for  the 
commission  allowed  by  the  Colonial  law  to  Executors  for  adminis- 
tering the  estate  was  calculated  on  the  whole  of  the  joint  estate  of 
the  Testators. 

The  sales  by  the  Appellant  Association  of  the  property,  move- 
able and  immoveable,  of  the  joint  estate,  were  effected  partly 
before  the  Widow's  Letter  of  the  21st  of  January,  1863,  and 
partly  in  the  month  of  December,  1863,  and  were  principally 
made  in  the  interval  between  the  21st  of  January  and  the  28th  of 
August,  1863. 

On  the  28th  of  August,  1863,  the  Widow,  by  an  instrument 
as  co-executrix  testamentary  with  the  Appellant  Association  of  her 
deceased  Husband,  ratified  and  declared  her  approval  of  every- 
thing which  had  already  been  done  and  performed  by  the  Appel- 
lant Association  in  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  Oorndts 
Mostert,  sen.,  and  which  should  thereafter  be  done  and  performed, 
and  she  thereby  also  granted  full  power  and  authority  to  the 
Appellant  Association  in  her  own  name,  and  also  as  acting  for  her, 
to  make  transfer  and  conveyance  to  the  respective  Purchasers  of 
immoveable  property  from  the  estate. 

On  the  18th  of  September,  1863,  the  Widow  addressed  a  Letter 
to  her  co-executors,  the  Appellant  Association,  repudiating  for  the 
first  time  the  mutual  Will  of  herself  and  her  Husband. 

The  present  action  was  then  brought  by  the  Appellant  as  repre« 
senting  the  Association  against  the  Bespondent  for  the  payment 
of  a  balance  of  principal  and  other  moneys  due  on  the  mortgage 
of  the  11th  of  Novemberi  1869,  as  having  been  ceded  and  trans* 
ferred  on  the  6th  of  October,  1864,  by  private  contract  by  tlie 
Appellant  Association  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  their  co-exe- 
cutrix, the  Widow,  to  the  Appellant  Association  for  value  re« 
ceived. 

The  Bespondent  in  his  plea  insisted  on  the  joint  Will 
as,  m  effecti  releasing  him  frpm  the  whole  debt,  except  only 
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J.  0.        the  interest  during  the  Widow's  life  of  the  unsatisfied  part  of  the 

1872        capital. 
DXHT88KK        '^^^  Appellant  Association  replied,  in  effect,  that  unsecured 
MoOTEBT     ^®^*®  ^^^y  ^^^  referred  to  by  the  joint  Will,  and  that  the  Widow 

—  had  rejected  the  benefits  conferred  on  her  by  the  joint  Will,  and 
that  the  Bespondent  had  acquiesced  in  her  repudiation,  and  was, 
at  all  events,  liable  to  pay  a  moiety  of  tlie  debt  as  belonging  to  the 
surviving  spouse. 

It  appeared  that  large  sums  had  been  advanced  by  the  Testator, 
ComeliB  Mostert,  sen.,  to  several  of  his  children,  but  none  to  the 
Respondeat  or  his  Wife  ;  and  that  the  Executors  in  their  accounts 
had  treated  the  Bespondent  as  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  joint  Will  as  to  the  debts  due  to  the  Testators  from 
their  children.  The  Bespondent,  though  familiar  with  the  Dutch 
language,  alleged  that  both  the  Will  and  the  accounts  rendered 
by  the  Executors  were  unintelligible  to  him.  The  Executors  in 
their  liquidation  account  set  aside  a  fund,  which  was  held  by  the 
Appellant  Association,  to  answer  the  seven  legacies  of  £800  each  at 
the  death  of  the  surviving  Testator,  out  of  the  joint  estate,  with  in- 
terest from  the  day  of  the  death  of  the  Testator,  Corndis  Moslert. 
The  cause  was  heard  without  a  jury,  on  the  14th,  15th,  16th, 
17th,  and  22nd  of  June,  1869,  before  the  Chief  Justice,  Sir  Stdneg 
Bdlf  and  Fitzpairick  and  Denyssen,  Puisne  Judges  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  and  the  majority  of  the  Court,  Mr.  Justice  Benyssen  dis- 
senting, on  the  16th  of  November,  1869,  declared  and  adjudged: 
First,  that  the  Mortgage  Bond  of  the  Bespondent  for  £3,750 
sterling,  upon  which  the  Appellant  sued,  constituted  a  debt 
within  the  meaning  of  the  several  clauses  or  stipulations  of  the 
mutual  Will  of  the  31st  of  August,  1860^  having  reference 
to  debts  due  by  the  instituted  heirs,  of  whom  the  Bespondent, 
as  married  in  community  of  property  to  Isabella  Petronella 
Hester  Mostert,  was  in  law  one.  Secondly,  that  the  Bespondent 
was  entitled  in  this  action  to  assert  his  legal  rights  as  such  in- 
stituted and  indebted  heir  under  the  mutual  Will  aforesaid,  and 
was  not  estopped  or  debarred  by  reason  of  acquiescence,  or  supposed 
acquiescence,  in  anything  inconsistent  with  those  rights ;  such  ac- 
quiescence, or  supposed  acquiescence,  having  taken  place  under 
circumstances  which  disentitled  the  Appellant  to  rely  upon  the  same 
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as  a  waiver  by  the  Bespondent  of  any  of  his  rights.    Thirdly,  that       J«  0. 
the  surviving  Widow,  Elissahelh  Jaedba  Mostert,  was  not  entitled  to       1S72 
claim,  in  manner  and  form  as  she  claimed,  and  was  allowed  to  claim,  a    DnmeiM 
right  to  take  and  receive  a  free  half  of  the  joint  estate  which  had    uomar, 

been  in  community  between  herself  and  her  deceased  Husband ;       

but,  on  the  contrary,  that  EKzaheth  Jaedba  Mostert  was  bound  and 
obliged,  as  regarded  her  half  of  the  joint  estate,  to  give  effect 
to  all  the  clauses  and  stipulations  contained  in  the  mutual  Will 
of  the  31st  of  August,  1860,  haying  reference  to  debts  due  by  the 
instituted  heirs.  Fourthly,  that  according  to  the  true  intent 
and  meaning  of  clauses  and  stipulations,  the  Bespondent's  in- 
heritance from  and  out  of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  Testator 
was  to  be  deducted  from  the  principal  and  interest  of  his  debt, 
bemg  first  applied  in  payment  of  arrear  interest ;  that  the  Be- 
spondent remained  liable  to  pay  the  surviving  Widow  for  her  life, 
interest  upon  the  unsatisfied  balance  remaining  due  upon  the 
debt  after  such  deduction ;  that  when  the  Widow  should  die  the 
inheritance  of  the  Bespondent  from  and  out  of  her  estate  was  to  be 
again  compensated  by,  or  set  off  against,  an  equal  amount  of  the 
debt  then  remaining  due ;  and  that  in  case  the  last-mentioned  inheri- 
tance should  be  less  than  the  debt,  the  debt  should  be  wholly  freed 
and  discharged  from  liability  for  any  deficiency  which  might  appear 
or  exist.  Fifthly,  that  the  Appellant  Association,  as  the  cessionaries 
of  the  ddbt  due  by  the  Bespondent,  took  the  place  of  the  Widow, 
and  were  entitled  to  whateyer  rights  belonged  to  her  as  a  sur- 
riving  spouse,  bound  by  the  clauses  and  stipulations  of  the  mutual 
Will,  but  not  to  any  other  or  greater  rights.  Sixthly,  that  it 
be  referred  to  the  Master  to  take  an  account  of  the  balance  or 
8um  still  due  by  the  Bespondent  upon  his  debt  after  deduction, 
first,  of  his  counter-claim  of  £42  sterling;  second,  his  Wife's 
paternal  inheritance,  as  such  inheritance  would  have  existed  after 
giving  effect  to  the  clauses  and  stipulations  of  the  mutual  Will 
aforesaid,  relative  to  debts  due  by  the  instituted  heirs ;  and 
third,  after  deduction  of  a  certain  payment  of  £1,176  sterling 
made  by  the  Father  of  the  Bespondent,  who  was  a  surety  for  debt, 
and  an  account  of  such  interest,  if  any,  as  was  then  due  and  owing 
by  the  Bespondent  upon  the  balance  of  his  debt  after  such  deduc- 
tions, and  that  the  Appellant,  as  such  cessionary  as  aforesaid,  should 
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J.O.       take  jadgment  in  convention  for  the  amount  of  such  interest  as 
1872       found  by  the  Master  with  costs  (1). 

From  this  judgment  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 


Dexybbks 

V. 
MofiTIBT. 


Sir  B.  Palmer,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Ripby,  and  Mr.  Wyhurgh  (of  the  Cape 
of  Good  Hope  Bar),  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  first  question  that  arises  is  one  of  acquiescence  on  the  part 
of  the  Bespondent  The  acts  of  the  Appellant  Association  were 
throughout  bond  fide  ;  the  Bespondent  acquiesced  in  those  acts  after 
he  knew,  or  at  least  had  the  fullest  means  of  ascertaining,  all  the 
rights  he  now  insists  on,  and  he  is  precluded  and  estopped  from  set- 
ting up  those  rights  against  the  Appellant.  The  Association  whom 
the  Appellant  represents  would  not  have  taken  over,  as  they  did,  for 
full  and  valuable  consideration,  the  mortgage  Bond  in  question, 
until  the  alleged  rights  of  the  Bespondent  had  been  disposed  of, 
liad  the  Bespondent  given  them,  as  he  was  bound  to  have  done,  due 
notice  of  such  claim.  But  the  second  question  is  the  really  im- 
portant one,  involving  as  it  does  not  only  the  power  by  the  Law  in 
force  in  the  Cape  ofOood  Hope,  of  making  a  joint  Will,  but  when 
such  a  Will  has  been  made  by  Husband  and  Wife,  having  commu- 
nity of  goods,  whether  it  is  competent  for  the  Wife,  if  she  survive 
her  Husband,  to  repudiate  her  share  in  the  mutual  Will,  and  assert, 
as  she  has  done  in  this  case,  her  common  law  rights,  as  unaffected 
by  it.  To  claim,  in  fact,  and  exercise  authority  over  one  half  of  the 
estate,  which  had  belonged  in  community  to  her  late  Husband  and 
herself;  and  thus  claim,  as  she  has  done,  one-lialf  of  the  mortgage 
debt  due  by  the  Bespondent.  Now,  we  contend,  that  by  the  Boman- 
Dutch  Law,  which  is  the  law  in  force  in  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope, 
the  Widow,  the  surviving  spouse,  was  not  bound  by  the  mutual 
Will,  and  had  a  right  to  revoke  it,  so  far  as  related  to  her  own  pro- 
perty, and  to  claim  half  of  the  property  of  her  Husband  and  her- 
self. By  the  Eoman-Dutch  Law  a  mutual  or  joint  Will  is  really 
two  Wills  on  one  paper :  Van  der  Linden,  Inst  of  the  Laws  of 
Holland,  B.  L,  ch.  ix.,  sec.  III.,  pi.,  5  [Henry's  Translation, 
p.  129] ;  Chrotiui,  Intro,  to  Dutch  Jurisprudence,  B.  II.,  ch.  xvii., 

(I)  See  report  of  case,  2  Buchanan's     chanan*8  Cape  of  Good  Hope  Cases, 
Cape  of  Good  Hope  Cases,  231 ;  and      pp.  286,  309. 
see  former  bnmches  of  the  case,  1  Bu-r 
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sec.  24;  Van  der  Berg's  Nederlandah  Advys  Boek,  vol.  XL,  Oari'       J.O. 
sidtaius,  210 ;    HoUandschey   vol.  IV.,    Oona.    43 ;     PecMwy  de        1872 
Teslam.  Conjug.  Lib.  L,  o.  43 ;  Van  der  Keessel,  Thes.  298,  Bk.  U.,    dj^J^h 
ch.  xvii.,  sec.  24  [Ed.  1868  by  De  Wal] ;  Voei,  Lib.  XXIIL,  Ut.  4,     ^J^^ 

8.  63 ;  lb.  Lib.  XXVIII.,  tit.  3,  s.  11.    From  these  authorities  it        ' 

appears  that  the  Husband  and  Wife  may  both  make  their  Testa- 
ments in  one  and  the  same  paper  writing,  but  the  paper  is  con- 
sidered to  contain  two  separate  Testaments,  which  each  of  them 
may  afterwards  alter  separately,  and  without  the  knowledge  of  the 
other,  before  as  well  as  after  the  death  of  either  of  them :  Burge, 
Com.  on  Col.  and  For.  Law,  voL  iv.,  p.  404,  where  all  the  authorities 
are  collected.  Brits  Y.BrM  Executors  (1);  Hofmeyrv.Be  Wet  (2), 
relied  upon  in  the  Court  below,  were  cases  of  adiation,  or  accept- 
ance of  benefit  by  the  survivor  under  a  mutual  Will :  Oosthuysen 
V.  Oosthuysen  (3)  was  also  a  case  of  adiation  and  acceptance  by 
the  Wife  of  the  benefits  of  the  joint  Will :  Scorey^s  Executors  v. 
Scorey  (4).  Here,  though  there  was  a  common  testamentary  in- 
tention, there  was  not  a  testacy  by  one  upon  the  property  of  the 
other  by  consent  either  express  or  implied.  But,  even  if  the  Be- 
spondent  was  not  estopped  by  acquiescence,  and  if  the  effect  of 
the  Will,  regarded  as  the  Will  of  the  Testator,  Comelis  Mostert, 
sen.,  amounted  to  a  discharge  of  so  much  of  the  Testator's  half 
of  the  debt  as  should  provb  to  be  in  excess  of  the  paternal  in- 
heritance of  the  Bespondent's  Wife,  the  Appellant  Association,  as 
taking  the  place  of  the  surviving  Widow,  and  as  entitled  to  her 
rights  in  regard  to  such  mortgage  debt,  are  entitled  to  claim 
from  the  Kespondent  one  half  of  such  debt,  as  remained  due  at 
the  date  of  the  Testator's  death,  namely,  the  sum  of  £1,875,  with 
Interest  thereon  from  the  15th  of  February,  1861. 

Sir  John  Karsluke,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  H.  W.  Bush,  for  the  Eespon- 
dent : — 

The  real  question  in  this  case  is,  whether,  this  being  a  joint  and 
mutual  Will  made  by  Husband  and  Wife  in  community  of  goods, 
the  Wife  was  capable  of  repudiating  her  part  in  it,  and  having 

(1)  1  Buchanan's  Cape  of  Good  Hope  (3)1  Buchanan's  Cape  of  Good 
jCaaes,  312.  Hope  Cases,  51. 

(2)  Ibid.  317,  W  Menzie's  Cape  of  Good  Hope 

Bep.  Book  2,  p.  231. 
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j.O.       suryived  her  Husband,  could  repudiate  her  share  and  inteiest 
1972       ^  i*«     Now,  the  cases  referred  to  on  the  other  side — Hofmeyr 
j^^^    V.  De  Wet  (1),  Brits  v.  BrUs'  Executors  (2),  and  OosOiuysen  y. 
«.  Oos{huysen\2) — and  attempted  to  be  distinguished  from  the  pre- 

— —  sent,  decide  that  if  two  spouses  make  two  Wills  in  one  instrument, 
in  themselves  separable  so  far  as  language  goes,  but  apparently 
make  the  one  in  consideration  of  the  other ;  and  the  one  gives  the 
other  benefits  which  by  the  Boman-Dutch  law  he  or  she,  but 
for  the  Will,  would  not  be  entitled  to,  and  that  one  survives  and 
takes  those  benefits,  the  survivor  cannot  repudiate  the  mutual 
Will,  but  must  abide  by  it;  and  the  mutual  Will,  so  far  ae 
it  affects  the  interests  of  the  survivor,  becomes  his  or  her  irre- 
vocable WilL  Here  we  contend,  that  the  two  spouses  did  in 
effect  consolidate  their  estates  so  as  to  render  these  joint  instni- 
ments,  even  if  considered  as  two  Wills,  incapable  of  separation 
the  one  from  the  other.  The  debts  due  to  the  joint  estate  of 
the  Husband  and  Wife  were  in  the  absolute  disposal  of  the  Hus- 
band ;  and  by  their  mutual  Will  they  not  only  disposed  of  the 
matter  of  those  debts,  but  regulated  the  disposition  of  their  com- 
mon estate  for  the  benefit  of  their  children.  The  Wife  surviving 
could  not  revoke  their  mutual  Will  so  far  as  regarded  her  share  of 
the  conunon  estate,  there  being  nothing  in  the  Will  of  the  nature 
of  a  donatio  from  her  to  her  Husband :  Peehius^  de  Testam.  Conjug. 
lib.  I.  c.  43 ;  Vcm  der  Linden,  Inst,  B.  I.,  ch.  ix.,  pL  5,  p.  129 ; 
Orotius,  Intro,  to  Dutch  Law,  B.  IL,  ch.  17,  s.  24;  lb,  B.  I. 
ch.  v.,  s.  25;  Van  der  Eeessd,  Thes.  298,  B.  IL,  ch.  xvii.,  s.  13; 
Bekker,  Diss.  Jur.  lib.  I.  and  VI.  ch.  1 ;  Van  Leeuwen,  Censura 
Forensis,  B.  HI.,  ch.  11,  s.  7 ;  Van  Leeuwen,  Comm.  on  Boman- 
Dutch  Law,  B.  II.,  ch.  3,  s.  8  are  authorities,  by  the  Boman-Dutch 
law,  for  the  proposition  we  contend  for.  It  is  also  recognised  by 
English  law :  Hayes  and  Jarman,  Forms  of  Wills,  p.  582  [Ed.  1863]. 
In  Bufaw  v.  Peretra  (4)  a  mutual  Will  by  Husband  and  Wife 
of  J  their  joint  estate  was  held  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  here 
binding  on  the  Wife,  the  survivor,  and  on  her  personal  estate. 
Again,  in  Lord  Watpcle  v.  Lord  Orford  (5)  although  that  Court 

(1)  1  Buchanan's  Cape  of  Good  Hope       (3)  1  Buchanan's  Cape  of  Good  Hope 
Cases,  317.  Cases,  61. 

(2)  Ibid.  312.  (4)  lDick.419;  2Harg.  Jurid.Ex.101. 

(6)  3  Ves.  402,  416. 
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refused  to  enforce  an  agreement  for  a  mutual  Wfll  as  being  nn-       J.  C. 
certain  and  unfair;   it  by  no  means  decided  that  sucb  a  Will       1872 
could  not  be  made  or  enforced :  Dillon  v.  Parker  (1).    Here  it  was    DmrrssEK 
sufficiently  established  that  the  Widow  adopted  and  acted  under    mostbrt. 
the  joint  Will,  and  she  was  precluded  by  acquiescence  and  adia-       — 
tion  from  repudiating  it,  even  if  she  had  such  power.    Like  the 
English  law  of  election,  she  chose  to  take  under  the  Will  and  acted 
under  it:    Worthinffton  v.  Wigginion  (2), 

The  consideration  of  the  judgment  having  been  reserved  was        1872 
now  delivered  by  jr^e. 

Sir  Robert  Collier  : — 

This  was  an  action  of  debt  on  a  Bond  brought  by  the  Plaintiflf, 
as  acting  Executor  of  the  late  Corndis  Mostert,  sen.,  against  the 
Defendant  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  of  £3,750.  Among  other 
pleas,  not  now  material  to  notice,  the  Defendant  pleaded  that  he 
had  been  released  from  this  obb'gation  by  the  terms  of  the  mutual 
Will  of  Comelis  Mostert  deceased,  and  his  surviving  Wife.  The 
Plaintiffs  replied  by  a  general  denial,  and,  further,  that  the  De- 
fendant was  at  all  events  liable  for  half  the  amount  of  the  Bond, 
the  share  of  the  surviving  spouse,  who  had  repudiated  the  mutual 
Will.  Judgment  was  given  for  the  Defendant  by  the  Chief  Justice 
Sir  Sidney  Bell,  and  Mr.  Justice  FitzpcUriek, — the  majority  of  the 
Court, — Mr.  Justice  Denyssen  dissenting.  The  Appellants  now 
contend  that  they  are  entitled  to  judgment  for  one-half,  but  only 
one-half,  of  the  amount  of  the  Bond. 

The  facts  material  for  the  decision  of  this  case  are  as  follows : — 

The  Bond  was  executed  by  the  Defendant  on  the  11th  of 
November,  1859,  in  favour  of  Comelis  Mostert,  jun.,  whose  Nephew 
he  was,  and  whose  Daughter  he  had  married,  to  secure  the  pur- 
chase-money of  a  Farm  which  Comelis  Mostert,  jun.,  had  sold  to 
him.  Comelis  Mostert  had  been  married  to  Elizabeth  Jacdba  his 
Wife,  in  community  of  goods.  On  the  Slst  of  August,  1860, 
Comelis  Mostert,  sen.,  and  his  Wife,  made  what  is  commonly  called 
"  a  mutual  Will,"  in  the  manner  customary  in  the  Colony, 

The  provisions  of  that  Will,  as  far  as  they  are  material  to  the 
present  case,  were  these : — 

An  estate,  together  with  the  fixtures,  furniture,  &c.,  was^left  as 
(1)  1  Swan.  359.  (2)  24  L.  J.  (Ch.)  773. 
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J.C.    "a  pre-legacy  to  the  survivor,  on  condition  of  the  survivor  paying 

1872       £3,000  to  the  estate  of  the  predecessor. 
DEmrBSEn        Certain  specific  legacies  were  given  to  some  of  the  Children 
MowraBT.     ^^d  Grandchildren,  to  he  paid  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  of 

■"•  the  Testators.  Certain  sole  and  universal  heirs  were  nominated, 
being  the  survivor  of  the  Testators,  and  their  Children  and 
Grandchildren,  mentioned  by  name,  in  the  whole  to  the  number 
of  ten,  all  of  whom  were  to  take  equal  shares ;  and  "  in  case  of 
the  predecease  of  one  or  more  of  them  their  lawful  descendants 
by  representation  per  stirpes^*'  subject  to  the  following  among 
other  stipulations,  namely : — 

"  First,  that  in  computation  with  the  inheritance  of  each  of  the 
instituted  heirs  being  Children  or  Grandchildren  of  the  Testators, 
shall  have  to  be  brought  all  that  he  or  she  respectively  shall  be 
found  to  be  indebted  to  the  estate  of  the  Testators. 

<'  Secondly,  that  when  and  where  such  debts  should  happen  to 
exceed  the  amount  of  the  inheritance  from  the  estate  of  the  first 
dying,  the  heir  or  heirs  whom  it  may  concern  shall  not  need  to 
bring  up  (pay)  the  excess  directly,  but  that  it  shall  be  sufficient 
for  them  to  remain  indebted  to  the  survivor  for  such  excess  above 
inheritance  from  the  estate  of  the  first  dying,  to  be  afterwards  at 
the  death  of  the  survivor  of  the  Testators  brought  into  compu^ 
tation  with  his,  her,  or  their  inheritance,  from  tlie  estate  of  th^ 
latter. 

**  Thirdly,  that,  in  so  far  as  the  inheritance  from  the  estate  of 
the  first  dying  falling  to  the  share  of  on|9  or  more  of  the  in- 
stituted heirs,  might  exceed  the  amount  of  his,  her,  or  their  debts 
to  the  estate^  the  excess  of  inheritance  above  debts  may  and 
shall  be  paid  out  to  him,  her,  or  them  respectivelyi  free  and  un- 
burdened. 

<'  Fourthly,  that  all  that  shall  fall  to  the  share  of  the  aforesaid 
instituted  heirs  of  the  Testators,  as  inheritance  from  the  estate  of 
the  survivor  of  the  Testators  (and  in  case,  and  in  so  far  as  the 
said  heirs  may  have  remained  indebted  to  the  survivor  of  the 
Testators  for  surplus  of  debts  above  the  inheritance  from  the  first 
dying,  then  after  deduction  of  such  debts),  shall  be  and  remain  as 
the  same  is  hereby,  burdened  with  the  entail  of  fdei  eommtBsum  in 
such  manner  that  only  the  interest  or  usufruct  thereof  shall  be 
enjoyed  by  the  heinj  of  the  Testators  and  their  surviving  spouses^ 
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the  latter  so  loDg  as  they  remain  unmarried,  whilst  the  capitals       J.  C. 
themselves  shall  devolve  and  go  over,  after  their  death,  un-       1872 
dimiDished  and  unburdened,   to  their  lawful   descendants,  per    dbntfskn 
stirpes.    And  the  Testators  did  further  declare  that  they  have 
made  this  jidei  commissary  disposition  in  order  to  iusure  to  their 
aforesaid  heirs,  as  also  to  their  Children  and  Spouses  (the  latter  so 
loDg  as  they  remain  unmarried),  maintenance  and  the  means  of 
living  in  case  of  misfortune,  going  backwards  in  pecuniary  cir- 
cumstances or  mercantile  affairs.  Insolvency  or  Bankruptcy,  or 
other  accidents,  and  especially  in  so  far  as  they  may  at  present  be 
insolvent." 

And  other  provisions  follow  which  are  not  so  material  to  the 
present  case. 

"*  Fifthly,  if,  however,  it  should  come  to  pass  that  one  or  more  of 
the  aforesaid  instituted  heirs  of  the  ^Testators  is  or  are  indebted  to 
the  estate  of  the  survivor  of  the  Testators  more  than  the  amount 
falling  to  hisy  her,  or  their  share  as  inheritance  therefrom,  it  is  in 
such  case  the  will  and  desire  of  the  Testators  that  any  excess  of 
debts  above  the  inheritance  falling  to  the  share  of  such  heir 
or  heirs  shall  be  remitted  to  him,  her,  or  them,  as  the  same  is 
hereby  remitted  to  him,  her,  or  them,  nunc  pro  iane^  and  that  such 
excess  of  debts  above  inheritance  shall  not  be  allowed  to  be  taken 
in  the  computation  of  the  inheritance  of  the  respective  heirs,  as  it 
i^  not  the  desire  of  the  Testators  that  the  same  shall  be  considered 
M  forming  any  part  of  the  estate,  but  that,  on  the  contrary,  the 
inheritances  of  the  respective  heirs  shall  'be  decreased  equally  in 
proportion  to  the  joint  amount  of  the  excess  of  debt  above  inherit- 
ance remitted  in  manner  aforesaid." 

.  Then  follows  the  appointment  of  Executors  in  these  terms — 

**  And  the  Testators  declared  to  nominate  and  appoint  as  Exe- 
cutors, Testamentary  Administrators  of  the  estate,  and  guardians 
of  the  Union,  SLndfdei  eommisaary  heirs,  to  wit :  the  Testator,  his 
Wife,  the  present  Testatrix,  together  with  the  South  African 
^sociation  for  the  administration  and  settlement  of  estates,  and 
the  Testatrix  declares  to  nominate  and  appoint  her  Husband  the 
preaent  Testator  alone." 

Comdis  MosUrly  sen.,  died  on  the  15th  of  December,  1862. 
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J.  0.  On  the  23rd  of  December,  1862,  a  certificate  was  daly  granted 

1872        by  the  proper  authority  to  the  Widow  of  Comdis  ModeH,  and  to 
DrameEN    ^^®  South  African  Association^  appointing  them  Executors  Testa- 
mentary of  the  Will  of  Comdis  Mostert.    On  the  2l8t  of  January, 
1863,  the  Widow  wrote  the  following  letter  to  the  Association : — 

"  Gentlemen, — ^With  reference  to  the  Will  of  my  late  Husband, 
Mr.  C7.  Mostert,  senior,  I  hereby  declare  that  I  do  not  accept  the 
pre-legacy  made  to  me  of  the  garden  or  estate  called  Wdgedaarij 
situated  at  the  upper  end  of  St  John  Street,  with  all  the  moyeable 
property,  trinkets,  and  cattle  which  are  therein,  and  request  you 
to  sell  the  same  publicly,  for  account  of  the  estate,  in  the  month 
of  March.  I  shall  supply  you  with  a  list  of  some  articles  which  1 
wish  to  keep  out  for  myself. 

"  With  respect  to  the  piece  of  land  with  the  buildings  thereon, 
situated  in  Breda  Street,  now  occupied  by  Mr.  J".  J.  Meinijes,  I 
desire  that  the  same  be  without  delay  transferred  to  my  Daughter 
Jaeoba  Anna  Mostert,  married  without  community  of  property  to 
the  said  Meintjes,  to  whom  the  same  was  sold  by  my  late  Husband 
for  £1,500,  when  a  Mortgage  Bond  must  be  passed  by  my  said 
Daughter  for  the  full  amount  of  the  purchase-money^  £1,500  bear- 
ing interest  from ,  in  favour  of  the  estate  of  my  Husband, 

all  the  expenses  of  this  transfer  and  of  the  Mortgage  Bond  to  be 
passed  by  my  Daughter,  also  transfer  dues,  expenses  of  diagram, 
and  all  other  expenses  in  connection  with  the  said  transfer  and 
Mortgage  Bond,  must  be  paid  out  of  the  estate  of  my  Husband. 

''  With  regard  to  the.  different  shares  in  companies  which  have 
been  found  in  the  estate,  and  are  set  forth  in  the  Inventory,  it  is 
my  desire  that  the  same  be  sold  as  advantageously  as  possible  for 
the  estate ;  with  the  exception,  however,  of  one  share  in  your  Asso- 
ciation, with  regard  to  which  my  desire  is  that  the  same  may  be 
taken  over  by  my  Son,  Jan  Fredrik  Mosterly  at  the  value  now  set 
upon  it  in  the  Books,  without  any  premium ;  and  as  it  will  be 
necessary  to  take  the  opinion  of  the  members  of  the  Association 
upon  this  subject,  I  request  you  will  employ  your  influence  as 
much  as  possible  to  have  this  my  wish  gratified. 
"  I  am  your  servant,^ 

«  Widow,  a  Moriert,  bom  Lauwr 

On  the  28th  of  August,  1863,  she  executed  the  following  docn- 
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ment : — ^  I  the  undersigned,  Elizdhelh  Jacoba  Louw,  Widow  of  the  j,o^ 
late  Mr.  Comelis  Mostert,  senior,  in  my  capacity  as  Go-executrix  X872 
Testamentary  with  the  South  African  Assodaiiony  &e,  of  my  afore-  j.  "^^ 
said  Husband,  CorndiB  Mostert,  senior,  do  hereby  declare  to  ratify  «> 
and  approve  of  everything  which  has  already  been  done  and  per- 
formed by  the  said  Association  in  the  administration  of  the  estate 
of  the  said  Comelis  Mosterty  senior,  and  which  shall  hereafter  be 
done  and  performed;  and  also  hereby  to  grant  full  power  and 
authority  to  the  said  Association,  in  their  own  name,  and  also  (as 
acting  for  me)  in  my  name  to  make  transfer  and  conveyance  to  the 
respective  Purchasers  of  immovable  property  from  said  estate,  and 
such  transfer  shall  be  considered  by  me  as  having  been  made  with 
my  concurrence  and  knowledge,  under  obligation  of  my  person  and 
property,  according  to  law. 

*•  E.  Mostertr 
"  Cape  Towny  28th  August,  1863." 

On  the  18th  of  September,  1863,  the  Widow  Mostert  wrote  the 
following  Letter  :— 

"  To  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  South  African  Association  for 
the  administration  and  settlement  of  estates. 

"  Cape  Towny  18th  September,  1863. 
**  Gentlemen, — I  have  resolved  to  claim  only  the  net  half  of  the 
joint  estate  of  my  late  Husband  and  myself,  and  which,  by  virtue 
of  the  community  of  property  which  has  existed  between  us, 
belongs  to  me  by  law,  and  to  forego  all  legacies,  and  also  the 
child's  portion  bequeathed  to  me  by  my  late  Husband..  I  now 
kindly  request  you,  as  the  administering  Executors  of  the  said 
estate,  to  liquidate  the  same  as  speedily  as  possible,  and  to  pay 
me  the  half  share  due  to  me,  in  cash,  as  I  am  not  inclined  to  take 
in  payment  any  Bonds  due  by  my  children. 

"  I  am,  your  obedient  servant, 

"  E.  Mostert:* 

The  Association  proceeded  to  administer  the  estate,  and  filed 
accounts  headed  as  follows : — 

^  Liquidation  and  distribution  account  of  the  joint  estate  of  the 
late  Comelis  Mostert  (sole  and  surviving  spouse  Elizabeth  Jacoba 
LouWf  as  relinquished  by  him),  according  to  mutual  Will,  which 


252  CASKS  IN  THE  PJEtlVY  OOUNCIL.  [L.R. 

J.  0.  accordingly  is  framed  by  the  said  Elizahdh  Jacoba  Louw  and  the 

1S72  South  Afriecm  Association,  in  their  capacity  as  Executors  Testa- 

DBKTMEir  Daentary,  pursuant  to  Letters  of  Administration  of  the  23rd  of 

.,  ^-  December,  1862." 

•""  And  they  received  the  ordinaiy  commission  as  Executors. 

Subsequently,  the  Executors  relinquished  all  their  interest  to 
the  Plaintiff,  who  instituted  this  suit. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant,  that,  under  these 
circumstances,  the  Widow  had  a  right  to  revoke  the  Will  as  far  as 
it  dealt  with  her  own  property,  and  to  claim  that  half  of  the  joint 
estate  of  her  late  Husband  and  herself,  to  which  she  would  have 
been  entitled  if  she  had  made  no  Will ;  that,  consequently, 
she  could  sue  the  Defendant  for  half  of  the  debt  owing  by  him 
to  the  joint  estate,  and  transfer  the  power  of  suing  for  it  to  tlie 
Plaintiff. 

On  the  part  of  the  Bespondent  it  was  contended,  that  she  had 
no  power  to  revoke  any  part  of  the  Will,  and  that  consequently 
the  debt  could  not  be  sued  for. 

The  main  questions  which  arise  in  the  case  are  these  : — 

First,  could  the  Widow  Mostert  revoke  the  Will,  as  far  as  it 
affected  her  share  of  the  property,  if  she  took  or  elected  to  take 
the  benefit  of  its  provisions  in  her  favour? 

Second,  could  she  revoke  it  if  she  did  not  take  or  elect  to  take 
such  benefit  ? 

Third,  did  she  or  did  she  not  take  or  elect  to  take  such  benefit  ? 

The  views  of  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Colouy 
may  be  shortly  stated  thus : — 

The  Chief  Justice  inclined  to  the  opinion  that  she  had  so 
elected,  but  held  that,  even  if  she  had  not,  she  could  not  revoke 
the  Will.    Mr.  Justice  Fitzpatrich  held  the  latter  proposition. 

Mr.  Justice  Denyssen  held  that  she  had  not  so  elected,  and,  that 
being  so,  that  she  had  the  power  of  revoking  the  Will. 

It  is  not  to  be  expected  that  much  light  will  be  throAvn  upou 
the  questions  which  arise  in  this  case  by  the  very  scanty  autho- 
rity to  be  found  on  the  construction  of  documents  in  the  nature  of 
mutual  Wills  in  this  Country,  where  they  are  of  rare  occurrence, 
and  where  the  laws  regulating  the  relatipns  of  Husband  and  Wife 
are  in  many  respects  different  from  those  of  the  Colony. 
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It  may  be  enough  to  observe  that,  in  the  case  of  Dufaur  v.       J.  0. 
Fereira  (1),  Lord  Camien  held  that  a  Husband  and  Wife,  having       1872 
made  a  mutual  Will,  and  that  the  Wife,  after  her  Husbaud's  death,    db'^kx 
having  possessed  all  hLs  personal  estate,  and  eujoyed  the  interest 
thereof  during  his  life,  by  that  act  bound  her  assets  to  make  good 
all  her  bequests  in  the  mutual  Will,  and  that  her  subsequent  Will, 
so  far  as  it  broke  in  upon  the  mutual  Will,  was  void.    And  that, 
ill   the  case  of  Wol'j^de  v.  Lord  Orford  (2),  Lord  LougKborough 
refused  to  confirm  the  compact  of  a  mutual  Will,  under  circum- 
stances which  are  thus  stated  in  Mr.  Justice  WUltarM^  Book  on 
Executors,  vol.  i.,  p.  122  [6th  Ed.]  :— 

"  The  Will  of  George  Earl  of  Orford,  made  in  1756,  and  Eo^*ace 
Lord  Walpole*s  Codicil  of  the  same  date,  made  in  concert,  const!- 
tuted,  in  effect,  a  mutual  Will.  Horace  Lord  Wdpde  died  in 
1757,  without  revoking  his  part  of  the  mutual  Will,  viz.,  the 
Codicil  of  1756.  Oeorge  Earl  of  Orford  died  in  1791,  when  it 
appeared  that  he  had  made  a  Codicil  in  1776 ;  and  this,  by  reason 
of  a  reference  to  his  last  Will,  bearing  date  in  1752,  was  construed 
as  a  revocation  on  his  part  of  the  mutual  Will,  viz.,  the  Will  of 
1756.  A  case  was  then  raised  in  equity,  that  the  mutual  Will  of 
1756  became  irrevocable  on  the  death  of  Lord  Walfole  in  1757, 
though  it  was  admitted  to  be  revocable  by  either  during  the  joint 
liTes  of  Lord  Walpde  and  Lord  Orford,  with  notice  to  the  other. 
And  the  judgment  of  Lord  (Jamden  in  Dufaur  v.  Pereira  was 
mainly  relied  upon  in  defence  of  that  position.  Lord  Lough* ' 
harouffh,  however,  refused  to  enforce  the  compact  of  the  mutual 
Will  ;  hut  this  was  chiefly,  it  seems,  by  reason  of  the  uncertainty, 
andy  in  some  sense,  unfairness,  of  the  compact ;  so  that  it  leaves 
the  principle  of  Lord  Camden^s  decision  in  Dufaur  v.  Pereira 
wholly  unshaken." 

The  solution  of  the  questions  in  this  appeal  must  be  found  in  the 
anthorities  on  the  Boman-Dutch  law  in  force  in  the  Colony. 

By  the  Boman  law  the  property  of  Husband  and  Wife  was 
separate,  and  each  was  entitled  to  dispose  of  it  at  pleasure,  either 
daring  life  or  by  Will. 

The  customs  of  the  Dutch  introduced  community  of  goods 

(1)  1  Dick.  219,  the  judgment  is  also  reported  in  2  Harg.  For.  Arg.  272,  and 
2  HsTg.  Jurid.  Ex.,  101.  (2)  3  Ves.  402, 
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J.  G.       between  Husband  and  Wife,  the  Husband  being  the  Administrator 

1872       of  the  property,  and  holding  the  relation  of  Curator  or  Guardian 

DSMT88EN    to  the  Wife ;   and  this  community  of  goods  was  enforced  and 

MowiBBT     pj*^6rved  by  a  strict  prohibition  of  all  contracts  relating  to  pro- 

perty  between  Husband  and  Wife.     On  the  death  of  eithfer,  the 

survivor  took  half  of  the  property ;  the  other  half,  in  the  absence 
of  testamentary  disposition,  going  to  the  heirs  of  the  deceased. 

Both  Husband  and  Wife  retained  the  power  of  disposing  of 
their  respective  shares  by  Will,  and  any  agreement  renouncing 
this  power  was  void.  Voel  ad  Fandeetas,  Lib.  xxviii.  tit.  3,  s.  10 : 
*'  AmbulcUaria  est  hominia  voluntas  ad  extremum  vitas  halitum  .... 
ideo  revocationem  testamenti  a  jure  concessam  impedire  nequit  pactum 
de  non  revocandd  vd  mutanda  voluntate  interpositum.'*  By  custom 
the  form  of  mutual  Wills  was  introduced,  which,  sometimes 
adopted  by  persons  not  related  to  each  other,  became  the  common 
form  of  testamentary  disposition  by  Husband  and  Wife.  Mucli 
authority  (as  was  to  be  expected)  is  to  be  found  bearing  upon 
Wills  of  this  description,  and  the  following  general  rules  of  law 
may  be  treated  as  clearly  established : — 

First,  that  such  Wills,  notwithstanding  their  form,  are  to  he 
read  as  separate  Wills,  the  dispositions  of  each  spouse  being 
treated  as  applicable  to  his  or  her  half  of  the  joint  property. 

Second,  that  each  is  at  liberty  to  revoke  his  or  her  part  of 
the  Will  during  the  Co-testator's  lifetime,  with  or  without  com- 
munication with  the  Co-testator,  and  after  the  Co-testator's 
death. 

In  support  of  these  general  rules  of  law  may  be  cited  Orotm, 
Introduction  to  Dutch  Jurisprudence,  B.  1,  a  v.,  s.  25 ;  B.  2,  c  17, 
s.  24  and  notes;  Bynkershoek,  Qusesti.  Juris  Privati^  Lib.  III., 
c.  vii. ;  Hvher'sHeden  daaghe  Reghtsgeleeirheidj  B.  II.,  c.  12;  Seharex 
notes  ad  Orotius,  B.  II.,  c.  15,  s.  9 ;  Van  der  Keessel,  Thes.  298,  B.  XL, 
ch.  xvii,  s.  24 ;  Van  der  Linden,  Institutes  of  the  Laws  of  Eottandj 
B.  I.,  ch.  ix.,  s.  3,  pi.  5,  p.  129 ;  and  other  authorities  referred  to 
in  the  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Denyssen. 

The  general  rule  being  established,  it  next  becomes  necessary 
to  ascertain  the  exceptions  to  it.  They  are  thus  stated  by  Ordius, 
B.  II.,  c.  15,  s.  9  (translated  by  Herbert) : — 

*'  When  the  spouse  who  dies  first  has  bequeathed  any  benefit  in 
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fayonr  of  the  suryiyory  and  has  afterwards  limited  the  disposal  of        J.  0. 
the  property  in  general  after  the  death  of  such  survivor,  then        1872 
such  survivor,  if  he  accepts  such  benefits,  may  not  afterwards    jy^^ts 
dispose  of  his  or  her  share  by  last  Will  in  any  manner  at  variance 
with  the  Will  of  the  deceased/* 

The  substance  of  this  doctrine,  though  expressed  in  varying 
terms,  is  to  be  found  in  the  leading  authorities  from  the  time  of 
Orotius  to  the  present  day. 

Van  Leenwen,  in  his  Censura  Forensis,  a  Book  of  high  authority, 
after  stating  the  general  rule,  thus  describes  the  exception,  B.  III., 
cU,  S.7:— 

''Qtue  tamen  reguJa  Umitaiur  (praesertim  inter  conjuges)  cam 
quo  duo  simul  testantes,  alter  alterum  heredem  instUuit,  aub  ed 
wnditione  atque  (mere  ;  vi  omnia  ea  bona  quse  post  mortem  ultimo 
hwrientis,  ex  mutua  Jiereditate  eupererunt,  rdinquantwrhuicaut  Uli. 
(^faeto  eupervivenSfpostquam  hereditatem  prime  morientis  adierit^ 
pro  wa  etiam  parte  aliter^  aut  contra  eandem  voluntatem  mutuam 
de  novo  disponere  haud  potest,  mutuo  quasi  consensu  y  eorumdem 
pdrimonio  consoHdato,  et  ad  unicum  patrimonium  redacto.*' 

A  passage  to  the  same  effect  is  to  be  found  in  Van  Leeuwen's 
Commentaries  on  the  Boman-Dutch  Law,  B.  II.,  c.  3,  s.  8. 

Their  Lordships  understand  the  expression,  **postquam  herhdi- 
toiem  prima  morientis  adierit " — "  after  he  has  adiated  the  inherit- 
ance of  the  predeceaser,"  as  equivalent  to  the  "acceptance  of 
benefits"  spoken  of  by  Orotius.  '^  Adiation  is  a  term  well  known  to 
the  Eoman-Dutch  Law,  and  although  Mr.  Justice  Connor  in  the  case 
of  Oosthuysen  v.  Oosthuysen  (1),  may  be  correct  in  saying  that  its 
technical  sense,  as  applicable  to  the  institution  of  an  heir,  may  have 
become  obsolete,  it  appears  to  be  used  by  Van  Leeuwen  and  other 
Writers,  when  applied  to  the  survivor  of  two  Co-testators  under  a 
mutual  Will,  in  ^  sense  equivalent  to  the  adoption  and  confirma- 
tion of  the  Will  by  the  acceptance  of  benefits  under  it 

Many  extracts  from  the  HoUandsche  Consultatien,  translations 
of  which  certified  by  the  Registrar  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Colony,  have  been  sent  to  their  Lordships,  are  in  accordance  with 
these  doctrines ;  (among  them  may  be  cited  voL  i..  Consultation  50; 
vol.  ii.,  Consultation  53 ;  voL  iiL,  Consult^on  3 ;  vol.  iv.,  Con* 

(1)  1  Bachaoan*8  Cape  of  Good  Hope  Cases,  p.  51. 
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J.C.       sultation  43).     To  tbe  same  effect  are  extracts  translated  and 
1872       certified  in  the  like  manner  from  Van  der  Berg's  Nederlandsh  Advys 
Dkntbskn     Boek. 
MoOTTOT         ^^®  circumstances  of  the  case  referred  to  in  Consultation  210  of 

the  second  Book  of  this  work  very  much  resemble  tliose  of  the 

present 

There  the  Husband  made  a  Will  to  which  the  Wife  gave  her 
written  assent  (the  effect  of  which  is  stated  to  be  equivalent  to  her 
having  been  a  party  to  a  mutual  Will),  whereby  the  property  of 
both  was  given  to  the  Wife  for  life,  with  remainder  on  her  death  if 
^  she  should  survive  and  die  unmarried,  to  the  blood  relations  of 
both  in  the  proportion  of  two-thirds  to  those  on  the  side  of  the 
Testator,  one-third  to  those  on  the  side  of  the  Testatrix.  There 
was  also  a  provision  **  that  the  testing  parties  concurred  in  gi?iBg 
to  the  Testator's  brother  all  that  he  was  in  any  way  indebted  to 
the  estate,  not  wishing  that  he  should  be  called  upon  to  pay  it." 

The  Widow,  for  four  years  after  the  death  of  her  Husband, 
remained  in  possession  of  the  common  estate ;  nevertheless,  it  was 
held  that  she  could  revoke  the  Will  as  far  as  it  related  to  her  half 
of  the  joint  property,  and  that  she  could  sue  the  Testator's  Brother 
for  her  half  of  the  debt  due  by  him  to  the  estate.  It  was  said, 
"  there  is  no  difficulty  in  the  way  of  the  Widow  now  repudiating  the 
testament  and  retaining  the  hnlf  of  the  common  estate  by  virtue 
of  the  community  that  she  has  for  four  years  remained  in  possession 
of  the  common  estate,  for  such  continuance  in  possession  is  not  an 
act  from  which  it  can  be  understood  that  she  wishes  to  renounce 
her  right  of  community  and  take  under  the  Will,  for,  as  survivor, 
she  was  entitled  to  remain  in  possession  until  such  time  as  she  was 
called  upon  to  make  partition." 

Other  extracts  from  Van  der  Berg's  Nederlandsh  Advys  Boekf 
from  the  some  ConsuUaiums  of  Uireeht^  and  others  from  CorenB 
"  deeisiones  et  concilia  "  support  the  doctrine  laid  down  by  Orotius, 
These  authorities  have  been  recognised  and  confirmed  by  three 
cases  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Colony :  viz.,  Brits  v. 
Brits'  Executors  (1);  Eofmeyr  v.  De  Wet  (2)j  and  Oosthuysen  y* 
Oorihuysen  (3). 

(1)  1  Bud  aian's  Cape  of  Good  Hope         (3)  1  Buchanan's  Cape  of  Good  Hope 
Cases,  p.  312.  Cases,  p.  CI. 

(2)  Ibid.  p.  817. 
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In  Eofmeyr  y.  De  Wet,  Sir  John  WUde,  then  the  Chief  Justice,        J.  0. 
thus  lays  down  the  law :  "  A  Husband  and  Wife  may  both  make        1872 
their  Testament  in  one  and  the  same  paper  writing,  but  the  paper    Dxhtssen 
is  oonaidered  to  contain  two  separate  Testaments,  which  each  of    mostsbt 
them  may  always  alter  separately,  and  without  the  knowledge  of       — 
the  other,  before  as  well  as  after  the  death  of  either  of  them ;  but 
if  they  have  benefited  each  other  reciprocally,  and  directed  how 
the  common  estate  is  to  go  after  the  death  of  the  survivor,  if  the 
latter  has  enjoyed  or  wishes  to  enjoy  the  benefit  of  it,  such  survivor 
can  make  no  other  last  Will  or  Testamentary  disposition  of  his  or 
her  share,  unless  he  or  she  had  rejected  the  benefit  made  and 
ceded  the  same."  In  Oosthuysen  v.  Oosthuysen,  Sir  William  HodgeSy 
then  Chief  Justice,  says,  *'  If  the  joint  spouses  have  benefited  each 
other,  and  have  jointly  and  by  common  consent  directed  how  the 
estate  shall  go  after  the  death  of  the  survivor,  such  survivor  cannot, 
after  the  adiation  of  the  estate  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  benefit, 
make  another  Testament  of  his  or  her  share  of  the  joint  estate  (1)." 

Much  on  the  same  principle  it  was  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Conrt  of  the  CSolony  that  an  express  renunciation  by  the  wife 
daring  her  husband's  life  of  her  right  to  a  half  of  the  joint  property, 
and  an  agreement  to  accept  in  lieu  thereof  the  provisions  of  his 
WOl,  were  not  binding  upon  her  after  his  death,  but  that  the  right 
of  election  remained :  Soorey  v.  Seoret/s  Exeeviors  (2). 

It  may  be  added  that  Mr.  Bwrge,  in  his  Commentaries  on 
Colonial  Law,  voL  iv.,  p.  405,  lays  down  the  same  doctrine. 

These  authorities  (to  which  more  might  be  added)  establish  that 
the  power  which  a  surviving  spouse  generally  has  to  revoke  a 
mutual  Will  as  far  as  it  affects  half  of  the  property,  is  taken  away 
on  the  concurrence  of^two  conditions. 

First,  that  the  Will  disposes  of  the  joint  property  on  the  death 
of  the  survivor,  or,  as  it  is  sometimes  expressed,  where  the  pro- 
perty is  consolidated  into  one  mass  for  the  purpose  of  a  joint 
disposition  of  it. 

Second,  that  the  survivor  has  accepted  some  benefit  under  the 
WiU. 

It  may  be  observed  that  these  conditions  appear  to  apply  as 

(1)1  Buchanan's  Cape  of  Good  Hope  (2)  Menzies'  Cape  of  Gocd  Hope 
Castt,  p.  312.  Reps.,  Book  2,  p.  231. 

Vou  IV.  3  U 
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J.  C.       much  to  a  Will  made  by  one  spouse  with  the  authority  of  the 
1872       other  as  to  a  mutual  Will  in  the  strict  sense  of  the  word,  1.0.,  a  Will 
Di^YMEH    executed  by  both. 

It  next  becomes  necessary  to  inquire  what  authority  there  is 
for  rejecting  the  second  condition?  and  holding  that  a  mutaal 
Will ''  consolidating  into  a  mass  "  the  joint  property,  is  absolutely 
irrevocable  and  unalterable  by  the  survivor  ? 

The  main  authority  cited  in  support  of  this  proposition  appears 
to  be  a  passage  in  Peekius,  de  Teriam.  Conjug.  Lib.  1,  c.  43,  which 
is  as  follows : — 

^'  Quoniam  verb  est  alierius  loci  inquirere^  quomodo  in  universtm 
iesiamenta  sunt  revocaJnlia,  quibusque  in  hoe  cauiianibus  idendum 
sit :  supersede  iUis  omnibm  hue  extra  ordinem  congerendis^  si  iHud 
unum  addidero  eonsuUum  quoque  esse  ad  impediendam  revoeaiienem^ 
ut  alter  eonjugum  cum  consensu  aUerius,  de  utriusque  bonis  d  eorum 
parte  ad  communium  utUitaiem  liberorum  solus  testetur.  Tunc  enim 
disposition  licet  sit  revocabUis  ex  parte  testantis,  tamen  ex  parte  eon- 
seniientis  transit  in  contractum  et  sit  irrevocabUis/' 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  authorities  which  Pedkius  cites  in 
support  of  this  proposition  are  not  by  his  own  statement  of  them 
directly  in  point,  inasmuch  as  they  do  not  refer  to  Wills  of  Hus- 
band and  Wife,  and  further,  that  it  is  not  easy  to  conceive  a 
Testamentary  contract  by  which  one  party  is  bound  while  the 
other  is  left  free. 

This  doctrine,  however,  of  Peckius  is  controverted  by  Saber  in 
his  "  Prselectiones,'*  lib,  xxviii.,  tU.  3,  s.  4,  who  contends  with  much 
force,  that  it  is  opposed  to  the  law  which  prohibits  contracts  between 
Husband  and  Wife  for  prescribing  the  manner  and  extent  to 
which  the  common  property  shall  be  enjoyed  by  the  survivor,  and 
observes :  "  Verius  tamen  videtur,  non  obstante  talipacto^  tesiamen- 
ium  posterius  factum  valere  ;  quia  contractus  et  viiimm  volufdaies 
sunt  res  ita  separatee,  ut  heec  per  illos  impediri  non  dAeant,  fieqw 
possint,  adeo  ut  ne  quidem  pactis  dotalibus  de  ftUurd  succes&one, 
testamenti  f actio  cuiquam  adimatur'' 

A  passage  from  Coren's  Obs. :  12,  p.  54,  cited  by  the  Chief 
Justice  in  his  judgment,  confirms  the  view  of  Huber.  After  stating 
a  case  of  a  mutual  W^ill  and  adiation  by  the  surviving  wife,  Coren 
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proceeds :  ^  She  had  given  her  consent  to  the  Husband's  disposing       J.  a 
as  he  did,  and  then  by  adiating  her  husband's  inheritance,  she        1872 
bonnd  herself  by  a  qwm  contract  to  the  observance  of  his  Will."    dbntsbek 
The  quoH  contract  arose  not  upon  her  consent  being  given  to  the     mostbbt. 

making  of  the  Will  (as  the  Chief  Justice  appears  to  read  the  pas-       

sage),  but  on  her  election  to  accept  the  benefit  of  it  after  her 
Husband's  death. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  however,  that  Van  Leeuiven  in  the  extract 
before  .  quoted  irom  his  Cengiira  ForeuM,  in  which  he  lays  down 
^'adiation"  as  one  of  the  conditions  necessary  to  deprive  a  sur- 
viying  Spouse  of  the  power  of  revocation,  refers  to  the  above  cited 
passage  in  Peekiua  as  an  authority  for  his  position,  from  which  it 
would  seem  probable  that  reading  the  passage  in  connection  with 
the  context,  he  understood  this  condition  to  be  implied.  It  is 
further  to  be  observed  that  Choenewegen  would  appear  to  take  this 
Tiew,  for  in  his  note  to  the  passage  of  Ch'otiua  above  quoted,  he 
also  cites  the  same  passage  in  Peekius  as  supporting  the  doctrine 
laid  down  in  the  text.  If  the  passage  is  to  be  read  with  this  quali- 
fication, it  is  consistait  with  all  the  authorities.  Their  Lordships 
have  not  found  any  other  passage  than  the  above  in  Peckiua,  in 
^hich  a  gift  over  of  the  joint  property  to  children  is  suggested  to 
be  less  revocable  than  such  a  gift  to  other  relations,  or  indeed  to 
strangers. 

A  passage  from  Voet,  depacHs  dotalibus  (lib.  28,  tit,  4,  s.  63)  has 
been  read,  in  which  he  does  not  mention  ^*  adiation  "  as  necessary 
to  deprive  a  surviving  Spouse  of  the  power  of  revocation ;  but 
inasmuch  as  he  cites  the  extract  above  given  from  the  Censura 
Forensis,  it  cannot  be  assumed  that  he  intends  to  controvert  its 
authority. 

A  celebrated  cause  to  which  the  Will  of  Philip,  Duke  of  Arshot, 
And  Johatma  Van  Ealewyn  his  consort  gave  rise,  wherein  it  was 
decided  that  the  mutual  Will  was  irrevocable  by  the  survivor,  was 
cited  on  behalf  of  the  Eespondent  from  Decker  (Dissert.  Jur., 
lib.  L,  c.  1),  who  reports  his  own  argument  at  great  length,  but 
the  decision  somewhat  shortly.  Whether  or  not  the  survivor  in 
that  ease  had  adiated  does  not  appear  very  clearly  from  Deeker^B 
^port,  but  adiation  may  be  inferred  from  the  reference  to  the  case 
in  Tan  Leetmen^s  Boman-Dutch  Law  (B.  3,  c.  3,  s.  8),  which  is  as 
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J.  0.  follows :  **  When  two  married  persons  have  reciprocally  benefited 
1872  each  other,  and  directed  bow  the  goods  of  the  common  estate 
should  devolve  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  of  them,  such 
survivor,  having  enjoyed  the  benefit,  cannot  dispose  of  his  or  her 
share  by  such  rule ;  and  so  it  was  adjudged  in  the  causes  upon  a 
Will  between  PhUip,  Duke  of  Arshot,  and  Mrs.  Johanna  Van 
Halewyn,  his  consort,  by  the  High  Court  of  Mechlin.'* 

On  the  whole,  their  Lordships  are  of  opiniou,  that  the  great 
preponderance  of  authority  (to  say  the  least  of  it)  supports  tho 
doctrine  laid  down  by  Qrotius^  and  rea£Srmed  but  a  few  years  since 
by  two  successive  Chief  Justices  of  the  Colony,  whereby  adiation 
or  reception  of  benefits  is  treated  as  one  of  the  conditions  without 
which  a  surviving  spouse  is  not  deprived  of  the  power  of  revocation. 

It  remains  to  apply  the  law  to  the  facts  of  the  present  case. 

It  has  been  argued  that  the  joint  disposition  of  the  property 
after  the  death  of  the  survivor  in  the  present  case  applies  only  to 
part  of  it,  that  some  provisions  of  the  Will  indicate  an  intention 
that  the  dispositions  of  the  respective  Testators  should  apply  only 
to  their  own  shares,  and  that  in  this  case  even  adiation  would  not 
deprive  the  Widow  of  the  power  of  revoking  the  instrument  as  far 
as  it  applies  to  her  share  of  the  property. 

Their  Lordships,  however,  are  of  opinion,  that  the  Will  so  deals 
vrith  the  joint  estate,  that  the  Widow  would  not  have  had  tho 
power  to  revoke  anygpart  of  it,  if  she  had  adiated  in  the  sense 
before  explained. 

On  the  18th  of  September,  1863,  she  wrote  a  Letter  expressly 
repudiating  any  benefit  under  the  Will,  and  declaring  her  election 
to  take  her  share  of  the  inheritance  to  which  she  would  have  been 
entitled  if  no  Will  had  been  made.  Their  Lordships  are  unable  to 
concur  with  the  Chief  Justice,  that  before  this  she  had  declared 
her  election  to  adopt  the  Will.  They  do  not  infer  this  election 
from  her  Letter  of  the  21st  of  January,  1863,  in  which  she 
renounces  the  pre-legacy  of  the  Farm,  at  the  same  time  ex- 
pressing to  her  co-executors  her  desires  with  respect  to  the  admi- 
nistration of  portions  of  the  property ;  nor  from  her  acceptance  of 
commission,  even  if  that  commission  were  more  than  she  might  be 
strictly  entitled  to  as  Executrix  of  her  Husband's  Will ;  nor  from 
the  form  of  the  accounts  made  out  by  the  Association,  which  were 
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eertainly  intended  to  be  prepared  on  tbe  footing  of  the  Letter  of       J.  C. 
the  18th  of  September,  whereby  she  renoanced  the  Will.    Their        1872 
Iiordsbips,  therefore,  find  upon  the  evidence,  concurring  herein    DBNYssur 
with  Mr.  Justice  Dmyssen,  that  the  Widow  Mostert  did  not  adiate 
or  adopt  the  Will  fn  the  sense  of  electing  to  receive  the  benefits 
to  which  she  would  have  been  entitled  under  it ;  and  that  being 
so,  they  are  of  opinion,  that  she  had  by  law  a  right  to  revoke  it 
as  far  as  it  affected  her  property,  and  to  claim  her  half  of  the 
inlieritance. 

The  Chief  Justice  expresses  his  opinion  that  '*  it  is  much  more 
consistent  with  justice  aud  fair  dealing,  and  much  more  conducive 
to  confidence  and  good  feeling  between  spouses  to  hold  that  the 
survivor  has  made  his  or  her  election  in  the  lifetime  of  the  pre- 
deceaser,  than  that  the  survivor,  having  given  the  predeceaser 
€Fery  reason  to  believe  that  the  arrangement  between  them  would 
be  operative  after  his  or  her  death,  may  after  the  death  of  the 
predeceaser  altogether  upset  it  by  resorting  to  his  or  her  rights.'' 

This  reasoning  applies  with  equal  force  to  the  power  of  revo- 
cation during  the  life  of  a  Oo-testator  without  communication  with 
him,  a  power  which  appears  to  be  placed  beyond  doubt  by  the 
authorities.  If  the  question  were  to  be  discussed  upon  principle 
independently  of  authority,  it  should  be  borne  in  mind  that,  while 
the  power  of  revocation  may  be  in  some  cases  open  to  the  objec* 
tions  urged  by  the  Chief  Justice,  yet  that  to  limit  it  as  his  judg- 
ment would  do,  might  enable  Husbcmds  disposed  unduly  to  exercise 
their  marital  authority  and  influence,  to  coerce  their  Wives  into 
renouncing  irrevocably  those  rights  of  inheritance,  which  it  appears 
the  especial  policy  of  the  Law  of  the  Colony  to  protect.  But 
these  considerations  are  for  the  Legislature.  Bynkershoek^  indeed, 
speaks  with  strong  disapprobation  of  abuses  of  the  Law,  not  in- 
frequent in  his  time,  whereby  one  Co-testator,  whose  Testamentary 
dispositions  had  been  the  consideration  of  those  of  the  other, 
revoked  his  part  of  the  Will  without  communicating  with  his 
€o-testator;  but  Bynkerskoeh  ti-eats  the  right  to  do  this  by  Law  as 
dear,  nor  can  it  be  doubted  that  that  great  Judge  and  Jurist 
^uld  liave  deemed  himself  bound  to  give  effect  to  the  law  as  he 
bad  laid  it  down,  whatever  may  have  been  his  opinion  of  its  policy. 
Their  Lordships  have  but  one  duty — to  declare  what  they  deem  to 
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J. a       be  the  law;  and  for  the  reasons  they  have  given  will  hnmbly 

1872        adyise  Her  Majesty  to  reverse  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court 

of  the  Colony,  and  to  order  that  judgment  be  entered  for  the 

«.         Plaintiff  for  one  moiety  of  the  Bond  with  interest^  credit  being^ 

'    given  for  any  payments  in  account  which  have  been  mada    Th& 

Appellant  will  have  the  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Cole,  Colej  dt  Jackson. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent:   Messrs.    Venning,  Bobins,  & 


1872 


J  o»      JAMES   MACLAKEN   and  JOHN  MAO-  )    , 

';'.  LAEEN }  ^^=-^^^ 


AND 


ABTHUR  H.  MUKPHY  and  JEREMIAH  )  ^ 
0.  MURPHY jRESPONDBarrs. 

JAMES  OONNOLLY Appellant; 


A17D 

JAMES  MAOLAREN    and  JOHN  MAC-  i   ^ 
LAREN I  Respondknts. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR  THE 
PROVINCE  OF  QUEBEC,  CANADA  (APPEAL  SIDE). 

Contract  for  sale  of  Timber  %n  possession  of  Guardian  or  Oamiskee — Construc- 
tion and  effect  of 

Action  for  damages  for  non •performance  of  a  contaract  for  the  sale  of  oertaia 
Spars  and  Timber,  '*  to  be  delivered  free  of  cbaige  to-morrow,  or  as  soon  as  they 
can  be  got  oat  of  the  hands  of  the  Guardian ;  but  the  Purchasers  not  boond  tc^ 
t^e  them  if  not  delivered  in  one  week  unless  they  like.**  No  delivery 
having  been  made  within  the  time  specified,  by  reason  of  the  Guardian 
in  possession  of  the  Spars  insisting  on  retaining  them  m  consequence  of  a  Writ 
of  saisie^rret  issued  in  an  action  instituted  against  the  ostensible  Owner  of  the 
Spars  and  Timber,  whose  mark  they  bore,  having  been  served  on  him,  uot* 
withstanding  that  he  was  released  by  subsequent  proceedings,  and  might  have 
legally  given  them  up : — Edd,  that  not  having  done  so,  the  parties  contract* 
ing  for  the  sale  of  the  Spars  and  Timber  were  relieved  from  the  damages 
awarded  by  the  Court  below  for  the  non-delivery  thereof,  on  the  ground 
that  the  reasonable  construction  of  the  words  getting  *'out  of  the  hands  of 

*  Present :— Sib  Jambs  Williaji  Colvilb,  Sib  Momtaqub  Edwabd  Sxtth^ 
and  Sib  Robbbt  Pobbbtt  Collieb, 
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the  GnardiaDy'*  waa  the  actual,  and  not  oonatrnctive  or  legal  title  to  the  pos- 
session, which  could  alone  insure  the  delivery  : — 

Held,  also,  that  an  action  en  garantie,  founded  on  the  former  right  of  action, 
against  the  Guardian  as  garant,  by  the  original  Gontractors  for  damages  for 
wrongful  detention  of  the  Spars  and  Timber,  could  not,  under  the  circum- 
stances, be  sustained ;  and  the  judgment  made  in  such  an  action,  awarding 
damages,  reversed. 

IHESE  appeals  were  brought  from  judgments  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  Lower  Canada^  reversing  the  judgments  of  the 
Superior  Court  in  favour  of  the  Appellants,  and  condemning  the 
Appellants  in  the  sum  of  4,210  piastres,  with  interest  and  costs. 

In  the  first  appeal  the  action  was  brought  by  the  Respondents, 
the  MurphyB^  against  the  Appellants,  the  MadarenB,  to  recover 
damages  from  them  for  breach  of  a  contract  to  deliver  certain 
Spars  and  Timber. 

The  declaration  stated,  in  effect,  that  the  Plaintiffs  and  the 
Defendants,  on  the  1st  of  July,  1864,  entered  into  an  agreement  in 
writing  for  the  sale  by  the  Defendants  to  the  Plaintiffs  of  certain 
Spars  and  Timber,  to  be  delivered  the  following  day,  or  as  soon  as 
they  could  be  relieved  from  a  seizure  under  mesne  process,  in 
rirtue  of  which  they  had  been  attached,  and  were  in  the  hands  of 
a  Guardian.  That  the  Defendants  subsequently  informed  the 
Plaintiflb  that  the  Spars  and  Timber  were  released  from  the  seizure. 
That  the  Plaintiffs,  relying  on  the  Defendants'  statement,  went  to 
large  expense  in  preparing  to  remove  the  Spars  and  Timber,  and 
made  contracts  for  their  resale,  from  which  the  Plaintiffs  would 
kave  derived  large  profits,  but  that  the  Defendants  had  not  de- 
livered to, the  Plaintiffs  the  Spars  or  Timber. 

The  Defendants  pleaded  the  general  issue,  and  an  eoBception 
firemptaire  en  droit,  alleging  that  they  made  every  effort  to  deliver 
the  Spars  and  Timber,  but  that  the  Appellant,  CownoOy,  claimed 
them  as  Oamishee,  and  the  Defendants  were  unable  to  obtain 
motn-Zev^,  and  that  this  amounted  to  a  force  fnajeure,  for  which 
the  Defendants  were  not  responsible. 

The  Plaintiffs  joined  issue  on  the  Defendants'  plea. 

In  the  meantime  the  Defendants  brought  an  action  en  garantie 
against  Conndtjf^  which  was  the  subject  of  the  second  appeal. 
Evidenoe  was  taken  in  both  actions  at  enquete,  and  the  whole  was 
included  in  the  same  record,  and  the  appeals  were  heard  together. 
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J.G.  The  facts,  of  which  there  was  no  dispute,  were  as  follows  :— 

1872  In  June,  1864,  a  quantity  of  Spars  and  Timber  arrived  at  Quebec 

MAm.AP»w  which  were  supposed  to  belong  to  one  Meech,  the  Spars-  being 
^  **  marked  with  his  initials.  Meeeh  was  in  difficulties,  and  Messrs. 
—  Boehe  dt  Co.,  who  were  Creditors^  on  the  21st  of  June  issued  a  Writ 
V.  of  arret  simple  on  mesne  process,  and  seized  the  Spars  and  Timber, 
Maolabbk.  ^£  ^hich  John  Bafferty  was  appointed  Guardian  in  accordance 
with  the  Canadian  law.  Bafferty^  on  June  the  23rd,  placed  the 
Spars  in  the  boom  of  James  Connollyf  who  gave  him  a  written 
acknowledgment  that  he  held  it  to  his  order  as  Guardian.  The 
Maclarens,  however,  intervened  in  the  action  against  Meeeh,  claiming 
the  Spars  as  being  really  theirs,  and  on  the  27th  of  June,  having 
given  security  for  them,  obtained  an  Order  from  Mr.  Justice  Tas- 
ehereau  that  they  should  be  delivered  to  them  upon  their  paying 
the  costs  that  had  been  incurred.  Some  delay  took  place  in  the 
taxation  of  these  costs,  and  the  Spars  meanwhile  remained  in 
Connollys  boom,  and  on  the  1st  of  July  a  second  writ  of  saide- 
arret  simple  was  issued  at  the  suit  of  Messrs.  BurslaU  dt  Co.,  who 
were  also  Creditors  of  Meeeh ;  and  Messrs.  BurstoU  dt  Co.  also,  at 
the  same  time,  issued  a  Writ  of  saisie-arret  en  main  tierce  against 
Connolly.  In  execution  of  the  writ  of  arret  simple,  the  Bailiff 
seized  the  same  Spars,  and  he  appointed  Connolly  Guardian  under 
this  seizure,  who  accepted  the  appointment,  as  appeared  by  his 
signature  to  the  Inventory  made  by  the  Bailiff.  At  the  same 
time  the  Bailiff  served  upon  Connelly  the  writ  of  saisie-arril  en 
main  tierce. 

On  the  same  day,  the  1st  of  July,  1864,  the  Maclarens  entered 
into  a  written  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  Spars  to  Messra  Murphy 
in  the  following  terms : — 

"Qtt^lwc,  1st  July,  1864. 
^^  J.  Maclaren  dt  Co.  sells  and  Arthur  Murphy  dt  Co.  buys — 
'<  478  Bed  pine  Spars,  at  $35. 
"    11  White  pine  Masts,  for  $520. 
"  And      1  Crib  white  pine,  &c.,  at  15  cents  per  foot. 
**  Terms — ^  cash. 

•'J- 60  days. 
^  90  days. 

"If./.  FFt7flO»,  Esquire. 
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^  Paper  indorsed  hj  A.  E.  M.  (&  Co.  j.  C. 

'^  Spars,  &C.,  to  be  delivered  outside  of  Mr.  Connolly's  booms,  free        1872 
of  charges,  to-morrow,  or  as  soon  as  they  can  be  got  out  of  the  hands    maclIben 
of  the  Guardian,  but  purchasers  not  bound  to  take  them  if  not     jjubphy 
delivered  in  one  week  unless  they  like." 

"  (Signed)        /.  Maclaren  &  Co. 

«  (     „     )        Arthur  H.  Murphy  &  Cor 

It  was  for  breach  of  this  contract  that  the  first  action  was  brought 

It  did  not  appear  from  the  evidence  whether  the  contract  was 
made  before  or  after  the  second  seizure,  or,  if  the  latter,  to  which 
of  the  two  Guardians  the  contract  referred. 

On  the  2nd  of  July,  the  taxation  of  the  costs  under  the  first 
seizure  was  completed,  and  the  Spars  became  deliverable  to  the 
Madai'ens  under  the  Order  of  Mr.  Justice  Taaohereau.  The  Mae- 
larens  also,  on  the  same  day,  procured  that  one  Forsyth  should 
be  substituted  for  Conndly  as  Guardian  under  the  second  seizure, 
and  Forsyth  being  willing  that  the  Spars  should  be  delivered  to 
the  Maclarens  first,  Connolly  gave  to  them,  on  the  4th  of  July,  the 
following  acknowledgment : — 

**  WoodJieU  Harbour,  4th  July,  1864. 

"  I  hold,  subject  to  the  order  of  Messrs.  J.  Madaren  &  Co.^ 
MeecVs  lot  of  red  pine  spars  placed  in  my  hands  by  the  Sheriff, 
viz.,  478  red  pine  spars,  11  white  pine  masts,  16  pieces  square 
in  lute  pine,  2  pieces  square  red  pine — 507  pieces. 

"  (Signed)        James  Connolly." 

On  the  same  day,  July  4th,  the  Maelarens  took  this  paper  to 
the  Murphys,  and  told  them  that  the  Spars  were  ready  for 
delivery,  and  at  their  request  indorsed  upon  the  paper  the  follow- 
ing Delivery  Order : — 

«  QuAee,  4th  July,  1864. 
**  James  Connelly,  Esquire. 

''Please  deliver  the  within-mentioned  spars,  masts,  &a,  to  the 

order  of  Messrs.  Arthur  H.  Murphy  db  Co,,  free  of  charges. 

«  (Signed)        J.  Madaren  dt  Co!' 

The  Murphys  sent  a  Steamer  to  take  delivery  of  the  Spars, 
but  CownoUy  declined  to  deliver  them,  alleging  that  he  was  bound 
to  retain  under  the  Writ  of  saisie- arret  en  main  tierce.      Connolly 


^Faclabek. 
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J.O.        afterwards  stated  in  his  evidence^  that  his  only  motive  in  refusing 

1872        was  to  protect  himself  from  any  liability  that  he  might  incur  as 

M AOJLfiEH    ^^^  ^^'  ^  ^^  deliveredL    Immediately  on  Connctty's  refusal  the 

MuBFHT     ^i^^y<  caused  a  formal  protest  to  be  made  to  the  Madarem 

^  —        for  non-delivery  of  the  Spars,  when  the  latter  said  that  the  cause 

V,         of  the  non-delivery  was  the  irregular  obstruction  put  in  their  waj 

by  ConnoUtf. 

The  Maclarena  then  apphed  to  the  Court,  and  on  the  7th  of 
July  obtained  a  rule  nm,  which  was  made  absolute  on  the  8th  of 
July,  against  CannoBy,  for  the  delivery  up  to  them  of  the  Spar& 
and  Timber.  From  this  Order  Connolly  appealed,  and  on  the  12th 
of  July  Mr.  Justice  Tasehereau  decided  that  in  consequence  of  the 
appeal  he  could  not  further  interfere,  and  the  Spars  and  Timber 
remained  in  ConncJly^B  boom  till  the  next  sitting  of  the  Court  in 
term,  which  was  not  till  September,  when  the  appeal  from  Mr. 
Justice  Tasehereau^B  Order  was  dismissed  with  costs,  and  Connolly 
delivered  up  the  Spars,  which  the  Murphys  then  declined  to 
take,  alleging  that  they  had  lost  large  profits  through  the  Ap- 
pellants not  fulfilling  their  contract,  the  price  of  spars  in  July, 
1864,  being  very  high,  and  the  Contract  a  favourable  one. 

On  the  30th  of  December,  1865,  the  case  in  the  first  and  prin- 
cipal action  came  on  for  hearing  in  the  Superior  Court,  when 
Mr.  Justice  Stuart  gave  judgment  in  favour  of  the  Defendants,  the 
Madarens. 

The  Plaintifis  having  inscribed  the  action  for  review  before  three 
Judges,  it  was  re-heard  on  the  5th  of  March,  1865,  before  the 
Justices  Badffley,  Stuart,  and  Tasehereau,  who  confirmed  the  judg- 
ment^ Mr.  Justice  Tasehereau  dissenting. 

From  this  judgment  the  Plaintiffs  appealed  to  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada,  wid  the  appeal  was  twice  argued, 
first  before  the  Chief  Justice  Duval,  and  the  Justices  Aylwin, 
Drummond,  and  Monddet,  and  subsequently  before  the  Chief 
Justice  Duval,  and  the  Justices  Caron,  Drummond,  and  Loranger, 
and  on  the  18th  of  June,  1869,  that  Court  gave  judgment,  unani- 
mously reversing  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  and  condemn- 
ing the  Defendants  to  pay  4,210  piastres  damages,  and  the  oosts 
of  the  Court  of  First  Instance,  of  the  Court  of  revision,  and  of  the 
appeal. 
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The  second  action  was  inscribed  for  enquSle  and  hearing  on  the 
demand  en  ffaranUe^  and  on  the  6th  of  February,  1866,  was  heard 
on  the  merits  by  the  Superior  Court,  Mr.  Justice  Shiart  presiding, 
and  the  action  dismissed  with  costs,  on  the  ground  that  the  Mae- 
hrens,  the  Plaintiffs  en  ffarantie,  had  failed  to  establish  any  legal 
cause  of  action  against  Connelly,  the  Defendant  en  garanlie.  An 
appeal  was  brought  in  this  suit  before  the  appeal  in  "Murphy  v. 
Madaren^  was  disposed  of,  and  was  heard  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench,  consisting  of  the  Chief  Justice  Duval,  and  the  Justices 
Caren,  Drummond,  and  Loranger,  who,  the  Chief  Justice  dissent- 
ing, on  the  18th  of  June,  1869,  reversed  the  decision  of  the  Superior 
Court  of  the  6th  of  February,  1866,  and  condemned  the  Appellant, 
Connolly,  to  pay  the  Madarens,  the  Respondents  in  that  appeal, 
the  sum  of  4,210  piastres.  This  was  the  same  sum  as  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  had  by  their  judgment  in  the  first  appeal  ordered 
to  be  paid  to  Murphy  &  Co. 

From  the  judgments  so  given  the  present  appeals  were  brought. 

Sir  B.  Palmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  A.  Cohen,  for  the  Madarene^  Appel- 
lants in  the  first,  and  Bespondents  in  the  second  appeal : — 

The  first  and  principal  action  in  these  cases  is  one  of  contract,  and 
inyolves  the  right  construction  of  the  agreement  of  the  1st  of  July, 
1864,  between  the  Appellants,  the  Madarens,  and  the  Bespondents, 
the  Murphye,  whei-eby  the  Mo/olarens  agreed  to  sell  and  deliver  to 
the  Murphys  certain  spars  of  Timber  therein  specified  on  the  follow- 
ing day,  or  as  soon  as  they  could  be  got  out  of  the  hands  of  the 
guardian,  the  purchasers  not  being  bound  to  take  them  if  not  de- 
livered within  one  week  unless  they  liked.  At  the  time  this  contract 
was  executed  Connolly,  against  whom  an  action  en  garantie  was  after- 
wards commenced,  was  in  possession  of  the  Spars,  claiming  to 
hold  them  as  guardian  forci  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  saieie-arret  simple 
issued  against  the  effects  of  Meech,  the  assumed  Owner  of  the 
Spars,  whose  name  they  bore,  in  a  suit  of  Boche  and  another 
T.  Meech.  In  the  action  against  Connelly,  the  Appellants,  the 
Vadarens,  obtained  judgment,  and  the  appeal  of  Connolly,  now 
before  this  Tribunal,  is  from  the  judgment  so  obtained  by  them. 
The  suit  against  Connolly  was  the  necessary  consequence  of  the 
proceedings  taken  by  the  Murphys  against  us  for  breach  of  contract^ 
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as  it  was  in  consequence  of  OannoUtf^s  claim  to  retain  the  Spars 
that  we  were  unable  to  deliver  them  over  to  Messrs.  Murphy^  and 
our  contract  was  simply  to  deliver  the  Spars  as  soon  as  they  could 
be  got  out  of  the  hands  of  the  guardian.  We  maintain  here,  as  we 
contended  below,  that  that  was  the  true  construction  of  the  ecu- 
tract ;  and  it  was  abundantly  proved  that  we  used  every  exertion 
to  get  the  Spars  out  of  Connolly's  hands,  but  that  he  refused  to 
deliver  them,  and  retained  them  in  his  custody.  There  was,  there- 
fore, no  breach  of  contract  on  our  part^  and  no  action  for  damages 
for  such  ought  to  have  been  maintained.  The  law  is  dear  upon 
that  point,  and  is  fully  stated  in  Addison  on  Contracts,  p.  1058,  where 
all  the  authorities  are  collected.  The  Appellants  did  all  in  their 
power  to  procure  from  Connolly  the  delivery  of  the  Timber,  by  in- 
tervening in  the  suit  of  ^'  Boehe  and  another  v.  Meeeh,''  and  obtain- 
ing the  substitution  of  Forsyth  for  Connolly  as  guardian,  who  was 
willing  to  deliver  the  Spars  over  to  the  Bespondents,  but  Connolly 
still  persisted  in  retaining  them.  Connolly  was  not  an  Agent  for 
us,  and  his  acts  could  not  make  us  liable  for  the  breach,  though  in 
the  event  of  our  being  so  ConnoUy  was  clearly  liable  in  damages 
to  uSy  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  against 
him  in  that  respect  in  the  action  en  garantie  for  damages  with 
costs  ought  to  be  sustained.  In  the  principal  action,  against  which 
we  now  appeal,  we  insist,  as  already  urged,  that  the  non-delivery 
of  the  Spars  complained  of  was  not  occasioned  by  any  negligence 
or  default  on  our  part,  but  by  force  majeure^  by  acts  over  which 
we  had  no  control,  and  for  which  we  are  not  responsible. 


Mr.  Bompas,  for  the  Respondents,  the  Murphys,  in  the  first 
appeal : — 

Mr.  Everett,  and  Mr.  Benjamin,  for  ConnoUy,  the  Appellant  in 
the  second  appeal : — 

These  are  two  distinct  actions,  and  two  separate  appeals.  The 
first,  and  principal  one,  is  that  in  which  the  Bespondents,  the 
MurphySf  were  Flainti£fs,  and  the  Appellants,  the  Maclarens,  De- 
fendants ;  in  the  second  the  Maclarens  were  the  Plaintiffs,  and  the 
Appellant  Connolly  the  Defendant.  The  action  in  the  first  case 
was  for  breach  of  contract,  that  in  the  second  against  ConnoUy  was 
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en  ffaraniie.  In  both  cases  damages  were  sought,  and  in  both  cases 
awarded.  The  main  case,  however,  is  that  which  constitutes  the 
first  appeal,  and  arises  out  of  the  contract  of  the  Ist  of  July,  1864. 
We  maintain  that  we  were  proved  to  have  sustained  the  damages 
awarded  to  us  through  the  non-fulfilment  by  the  Appellants  of 
their  contract  They  were  justly  held  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  to  be  bound  to  repay  to  us  the  expenses  incurred  by  us  in 
consequence  of  the  representations  made  to  us  that  the  wood,  the 
subject  of  the  contract,  was  ready  to  be  delivered.  The  conduct 
of  Connolly  in  no  way  affected  the  liability  of  the  Appellants  to  us 
for  breach  of  their  agreement.  He  was  a  Garnishee  of  the  Spars 
placed  under  his  care  by  Bafferty,  who  was  appointed  Guardian 
when  the  seizure  by  saisie^rrei  simple  was  made  by  the  Sheriff  in 
the  action  of  Boche  &  Co.  eigainst  Meech.  The  exigency  of  the 
Writ  of  saisie-arret  simple,  by  the  law  of  Lower  Canaday  is  to  dis- 
possess the  Defendant  of  his  property  seized,  until  he  can  obtain  a 
legal  Guardian  to  produce  it  to  answer  the  Plaintiffs'  demand. 
Guardians  in  such  cases  are  of  two  classes :  the  Voluntary  Guar- 
dian produced  by  the  Defendant  himself,  and  who,  as  a  general  rule, 
performs  the  office  of  a  friend,  surrenders  the  property  to  the  De- 
fendant, and  substitutes  his  own  personal  responsibility  to  the 
Court.  The  other  description  of  Guardian  is  the  Guardian  forcS, 
whose  duty  it  is  to  keep  the  actual  possession  and  custody  of  the 
property  seized.  The  Defendant  Meech  did  not  appear,  and  Bafferty 
was  accordingly  appointed  Guardian  force.  As  such  Guardian,  in 
the  interest  of  all  concerned,  he  applied  to  a  Judge  of  the  Superior 
Court  for  leave  to  put  the  raft  in  a  place  of  safety,  and  an  order  to 
that  effect  was  made,  whereupon  Bafferty  brought  the  raft  to  Coti" 
noHys  Cove,  and  placed  it  in  his  custody  to  hold  subject  to  his, 
I^ffertys,  order.  That  was  the  state  of  things  and  the  position  of 
Connolly  when  the  Appellants  intervened  in  the  suit  of  Boche  dk  Co. 
V.  Meech  and  obtained  an  order  upon  terms  for  delivery  over  of  the 
Timber,  which  was  then  in  Connollys  keeping,  to  the  Eespondents, 
the  Murphys.  The  terms  imposed,  so  far  as  the  payment  of  the 
costs,  were  not  complied  with,  and  no  delivery  took  place.  In  the 
meantime  the  Firm  of  BurstaU  &  Co.  having  instituted  a  suit 
against  Meech,  they  procured  two  Writs  of  saisie-arret^  both  dated 
the  Ist  of  July,  1864,  against  the  effects  of  Meech.     The  first  of 
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J.  c.  these  Writs  was  a  saine-arrSt  simpiSf  like  that  akeady  issued  on  hehalf 

1872  of  the  Appellants,  the  Madarens,  bat  the  second  was  of  a  different 

Maolabkh  nature,  being  a  Writ  Misie-arret  en  main  tierce,  addressed  to  the 

MuMT.  Sheriff,  and  by  yirtue  of  which  he  seized  the  Spars  then  in  the  cns- 

—  tody  of  CormoUy.    It  was  on  the  same  day  that  the  contract  for  the 

V.  Timber  between*  the  Appellants,  the  Mcu^arem,  and  the  Mwrphyt 

Ao^nr.  ^^  entered  into,  which  is  the  subject  of  the  principal  appeal 

1872  Their  Lordships'  judgment  haying  been  reserved,  was  now  de- 

July  17.  livered  in  both  appeals  by 


Maclaben 

V. 
MURPBT, 


SiE  Egbert  Collibb  : — 

The  first  of  these  cases  was  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  in  Canada,  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Superior  Conrt 
in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs  (the  Bespondents). 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  Bespondents,  who  are  Merchants 
in  Qud)eo,  against  the  Defendants  (the  Appellants)  also  Merchants 
in  QaAec,  to  recover  damages  for  the  non-delivery  of  timber  under 
a  contract,  which  was  in  these  terms: — [His  Lordship  read  the 
contract,  ante,  p.  264,  and  proceeded.] 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  contract  was  made,  which 
are  necessary  to  explain  its  meaning,  are  as  follows : — 

In  June,  1864,  a  quantity  of  timber  arrived  at  Cape  Bouge, 
QiMbec,'  marked  with  the  initials  of  one  Meech,  and  which  are 
stated  to  have  been  known  as  ''  MeecVs  lot."  Messrs.  B4>che  dt  Co. 
who  were  creditors  of  Meech,  on  the  21st  of  June  commenced  an 
action  against  him  and  issued  a  writ  of  arret  simple  (on  mesne 
process),  in  pursuance  of  which  the  Timber  was  seized,  and  one 
Rafferty  was  appointed  guardian  of  it,  in  accordance  with  the 
Canadian  Law. 

Bafferty  took  the  Timber  from  Cape  Bouge,  to  a  cove  in  Woodfidd 
Edrhour,  in  the  possession  of  a  Mr.  Connolly,  a  timber  merchant^  and 
delivered  it  to  Connolly  tor  safe  custody.  Whereupon  the  following 
documents  were  signed  respectively  by  Bafferty  and  Connolly: — 

"  Woodfidd  Eatiour, 
«  Jam^  Connolly,  Esq. :  "  23rd  June,  1864. 

"  Sir, — ^Hold  raft  of  red  pine  spars,  marked  C.  ff.  Jf.,  of  which 
I  am  guardian,  appointed  by  the  Sheriff,  in  a  cause  of  Boche  and 
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Oihen  against  Meeehf  subject  to  my  order.    Baft  supposed  to       j  q, 
contain  between  four  and  five  hundred  pieces.  2872 

"Guardian."  v. 

''Beoeived  the  above-mentioned  raft,  which  I  will  hold  subject        ' 

to  Mr.  John  Bafferiy^s  order,  upon  the  usual  terms  and  conditions, 
and  without  guarantee  of  the  precise  number  of  pieces. 
"^  Waodfidd  Earbour, 

«  23nl  June,  1864.  «  Jos.  QmnoUyr 

On  the  27th  of  June  the  Defendants,  who  claimed  to  be  the 
trae  Owners  of  the  Timber,  intervened  in  the  action  of  Bache  and 
Others  v.  Meechy  and  obtained  a  Judge's  order  for  the  delivery  of  it 
to  them,  that  on  good  and  sufficient  security  being  given  and 
upon  payment  by  them,  as  a  condition  precedent  oifrais  de  garde^ 
and  cove  charges,  sauf  rSpStUion,  to  be  duly  taxed  and  allowed, 
the  said  raft  and  spars  were  to  be  delivered  over  to  James  Madaren 
and  John  Madaren,  the  Intervenants  in  the  present  cause. 

The  costs  under  this  Order  were  not  taxed,  and  consequently 
the  Timber  did  not  become  deliverable  under  it  until  the  2nd 
of  July. 

On  the  1st  of  July,  Messrs.  BurstaU  &  Co.^  also  Creditors  of 
JfeecA,  issued  a  writ  of  saisie-arrSt  simple,  in  execution  of  which 
the  Bailiff  seized  this  said  Timber,  and  appointed  ConnoUy  **  volun- 
tary" guardian  of  it — ue,,  guardian  without  payment,  which  ap- 
pointment was  accepted  by  Connolly,  who  signed  the  inventory 
made  by  the  Bailiff.  At  the  same  time  Messrs.  Burstail  issued 
another  writ  termed  saisie-arret  en  main  tierce,  directed  to  the 
Sheriff  of  QuebeCf  requiring  him  "to  attach  by  seizure,  and  arrest 
in  the  hands  of  James  Connolly  ....  and  James  Madaren  .... 
Oamishees,  all  sums  of  money,  &c.,  which  they  may  owe  to 
Meech,  and  all  the  moveable  effects  and  estate  belonging  to  him, 

to  the  value  of  2,400  dels Meech  is  summoned  to  appear 

on  the  1st  of  September,  the  return  day  of  the  writ,  and  the 
Garnishees  are  then  required  to  attend  to  declare  upon  oath  what 
effects  of  Meech  they  now  have,  or  shall  or  will  have  in  their 
hands." 

It  was  on  this  day,  "the  1st  of  July,"  that  the  contract  sued 
'ipon  was  executed. 
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J.  0.  It  does  not  distiactly  appear  whether  it  was  execated  earlier  os 

1872        later  in  the  day  than  the  issuing  the  writs  in  the  second  suit 

Maclabsn    against  Meeeh.     The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  howeyer,  assume 

'    HuBFHT.    ^^^^  ^^  ^^  made  with  knowledge  of  the  second  as  well  as  of  the 

first  seizure,  and  of  the  appointment  of  ConnoUy  as  Gtiardian  under 

that  second  seizure.  Their  Lordships  do  not  doubt  that  assump- 
tion, which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  disputed  on  either  side^ 
to  be  correct 

Before  stating  the  construction  which  their  Lordships  put  upon 
the  contract^  it  is  convenient  to  narrate  the  circumstances  subse- 
quent to  it  as  well  as  precedent,  which  bear  upon  the  case.  On 
the  2nd  of  July  the  taxation  of  costs  under  the  first  order  (in  the 
suit  of  BocJie  A  Co.  v.  Meech)  was  ^completed,  but  they  do  not 
appear  to  have  been  immediately  paid. 

On  the  same  day  a  Mr.  Forsyth  was  substituted  for  Connolly  as 
guardian  by  a  Judge's  order  in  the  second  suit  It  is  stated  that 
Forsythf  who  was  a  friend  of  the  Madarens,  was  substituted  at  their 
instance  with  a  view  to  feicilitate  the  delivery  of  the  Timber  to  them. 
It  does  not  appear  thsA  Forsyth  made  any  demand  or  application 
to  Connolly  for  the  delivery  of  the  Timber  to  him,  or  that  he 
actually  obtained  possession  of  it  or  made  any  attempt  to  do  so. 
On  the  4th  of  July,  the  following  document  was  signed  by 

Connolly : — 

"  Woodfield  Harbour,  July  4,  1864. 

''  I  hold,  subject  to  the  order  of  Messrs.  Madaren  dk  Co.,  Meeeh's 

lot  of  red  pine  spars  placed  in  my  hands  by  the  Sheriff,  viz.,  478 

red  pine  spars,  11  white  pine  masts,  16  pieces  square  white  pine, 

2  pieces  square  red  pine ;  507  pieces. 

**  James  Connolly '* 

On  the  same  day  the  Defendants  took  this  paper  to  ihh  Plain- 
tiffs, and  at  their  request  indorsed  upon  it  the  following  delivery 

order : — 

«  Quebec,  July  4,  1864. 

"  Please  deliver  the  within-mentioned  spars,  masts,  &c.,  to  the 

order  of  Messrs.  Arthur  K  Murphy  A  Co.,  free  of  charges. 

«  T.  Madaren  &  Cor 

Connolly,  however,  refused  to  deliver  the  timber.  His  reasons 
for  this  refusal  are  thus  stated  by  him  in  his  evidence. 
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He  says  that  he  was  induced  to  sign  the  docnment  above*        J.O. 
mentioned  hj  this  representation  made  to  him  by  the  Bailiff,        1872 
accompanied  by  Mr.  MaeJaren,  one  of  the  Defendants.    *^  I  was  to    iffAnr.Ai»«g 
give  np  the  spars  the  seizures  having  been  removed."  Muvrt. 

This  statement  must  be  taken  to  have  been  made,  for  neither  — 
the  Plaintiff  nor  Madaren  was  called  to  contradict  Connolly ^  but  it 
was  incorrect^  because  the  seizure  of  Messrs.  BurstdU  was  certainly 
still  in  force.  He  further  says  that  Mr.  Eeam,  who  was  his 
Attorney,  and  also  the  Attorney  for  Messrs.  Boohs  db  Oo.,  told  him 
that  he  would  not  be  safe  in  delivering  the  Spars,  that  upon  Mr. 
Hearn^a  suggestion  he  instructed  him  to  get  a  guarantee  from 
Messrs.  Boehe,  which  was  subsequently  given.  He  adds,  '*  If  I  had 
not  got  the  guarantee  or  promise  that  I  should  have  it,  I  cannot 
say  whether  I  would  have  held  the  Spars  or  not.  It  was  in  con- 
sequence of  ihe  ^saiste-arrM  in  my  hands  under  which  I  was 
garnishee  that  I  held  them.'* 

In  consequence  of  the  refusal  of  (hwnoUy  to  deliver  the  timber, 
Messrs.  Murphy,  on  the  5th  of  July,  signed  a  protest  requiring 
Messrs.  Mcidaron  to  deliver  it,  and  declaring  that  they  would  hold 
them  responsible  for  all  damages,  &c.,  consequent  on  the  non- 
delivery. 

On  the  7th  of  July,  Messrs.  Maelaren,  intervening  in  the  suit  of 
BuniaU  v.  Meech,  obtained  from  a  Judge  an  ^order  ni$i,  made 
absolute  on  the  8th  of  July,  for  the  delivery  to  them  of  the  Timber 
subject  to  the  payment  (which  does  not  then  appear  to  have  been 
made),  of  the  costs  and  charges  under  the  order  of  the  27th  of 
June  in  the  action  of  Boche  and  Another  v.  Meeeh. 

Connolly  appealed  against  this  Order  to  the  full  Court,  in  con* 
sequence  of  which  appeal  the  Judge  declined  to  make  any  further 
order  interfering  with  his  possession  of  the  Timber.  The  appeal 
stood  over  for  hearing  during  the  long  vacation,  and  was  heard  on 
the  6th  of  September,  when  it  was  dismissed.  Connolly  thereupon 
delivered  the  Timber  to  the  Maclarena,  the  Defendants,  who  offered 
to  deliver  it  to  the  Murphys,  the  Plaintiffs,  they  however  refused 
to  receive  it  in  consequence  of  a  fall  of  the  price  of  Timber  in  the 
meantime,  and  commenced  the  present  action. 

The  question  turns  upon  the  construction  of  the  words  of  tho 
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J.  a       contract  **  to  be  deliyered  ....  to-morrow  or  as  soon  as  they  can 

1872       be  got  out  of  the  hands  of  the  guardian." 
Ma^Ibsv       It  appears  to  have  been  admitted  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants 
MuMT     ^^*  *^®y  ^^^  bound  to  use  due  diligence  in  order  to  effect  this, 

and  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  that  they  were  guilty  of  no  de&nit 

in  this  respect 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Bespondents,  that  the  duty 
of  ^eMadarem  to  deliver  the  Timber  became  absolute  as  soon  as 
the  guardjanship  in  the  first  suit  was  legally  determined,  or  at  all 
events  as  soon  as  Oanndlly,  or  whoever  might  be  guardian,  ceased 
to  have  the  legal  right  to  hold  it  as  such  in  either  suit — that  when 
For8^h]vf8ia  appointed,  Cbamoffy's  legal  right  to  hold  ceased,  or 
that,  at  all  events,  it  ceased  upon  the  Judge's  order  of  the  8th  of 
July  being  made.  On  the  part  of  the  Appellants  it  was  contended 
that  the  Madarena  undertook  no  more  than  to  deliver  the  Timber 
as  soon  as  they  in  fact  got  it  out  of  the  custody  of  the  guardians, 
whether  the  guardian  held  possession  legally  or  otherwise;  that 
they  did  not,  in  fiact,  get  it  out  of  the  hands  of  the  guardian  into 
their  own,  so  as  to  be  able  to  deliver  it,  till  the  6th  of  September, 
when  they  offered  to  deliver  it 

Their  Lordships  are  sensible  of  the  difficulty  which  frequently 
arises  of  defining  the  meaning  of  mercantile  contracts,  wherein,  as 
in  the  present  case^  the  parties  are  content  to  express  themselves 
in  loos^  and  inaccurate  language,  and  it  is  not  without  some  hesita- 
tion that  they  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  construction  of 
the  contract  contended  for  by  the  Appellants,  the  Maclarens,  is  the 
correct  one.  When  the  contract  was  made  both  parties  to  it  knew  that 
the  Timber  was  in  the  hands  of  a  guardian  or  guardians  appointed 
by  law,  and  (as  has  been  before  intimated)  their  Lordships  agree 
with  the  Court  of  Queen's  ^ench  that  they  must  be  taken  to 
have  known  Connolly  to  be  the  guardian  or  one  of  the  guardians. 
The  time  was  uncertain  when  it  could  be  got  out  of  the  hands  of 
the  guardian  so  as  to  enable  the  Maclarens  to  deliver  it,  that  time 
might  arrive  the  next  day,  or  it  might  not  arrive  for  more  than  a 
week,  in  which  latter  case  the  purchaser  was  protected  from  loss  by 
being  enabled  to  refuse  the  timber.  Their  Lordships  think  that  it 
is  not  a  reasonable  interpretation  of  the  contract,  to  hold  it  to  mean 
that  the  Madarens  bound  themselves  to  deliver  the  timber,  upon 
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the  aocmal  of  the  legal  right  to  the  possession — a  right  which       J.O. 
might  involve  legal  difSculties,  and  which  they  could  only  enforce        1872 
by  action — and  that  it  is  rather  to  be  inferred  from  the  common    mi^^p^^ 
and  simple  language  used  that,  as  between  mercantile  men,  the     m  ** 

actual  and  not  the  constructive,  ^  getting  out  of  the  hands  of  the        

gnardian,"  was  intended.  It  appears,  therefore,  to  their  Lordships 
that  the  Timber  was  not  ^'  got  out  of  the  hands  of  the  guardian  ** 
within  the  meaning  of  the  contract  until  September ;  that  the 
Madarens  were  guilty  of  no  default,  and  are  not  liable  in  damages 
to  Messrs.  Murphy.  This  view  of  the  case  makes  it  unneoessary 
to  determine  whether  or  not  (as  has  been  suggested)  OonnoUy  was 
acting  fraudulently  and  in  collusion  with  Messrs.  Boehe  or  theit 
Attorney.  ConnoUy's  legal  right  to  detain  as  guardian  terminated 
when  Fanyth  was  appointed  in  his  place,  but  he  had  also  been 
served  with  a  writ  which  required  him  to  hold^as  garnishee  all 
goods  of  Meeeh  in  his  possession,  and  their  Lordships  think  it  by 
no  means  necessarily  to  be  inferred  that  he  acted  fraudulently  or 
collusively,  because  he  did  not  undertake  to  determine  that 
BurstalTs  claim  to  the  Timber  as  the  goods  of  Meech  was  un« 
founded,  and  that  the  order  in  the  former  suit  for  delivery  to  the 
Madarens  gave  them  a  conclusive  title  against  all  the  world. 
Upon  the  Order  being  made  of  the  8th  of  July  Connolly  would 
have  been  protected  in  giving  up  the  Timber,  and  it  would  have 
been  proper  of  him  to  do  so.  His  appeal  against  that  order  may 
be  regarded  as  obstructive ;  nevertheless,  in  appealing  he  exercised 
a  legal  right,  and  until  the  appeal  was  decided  he  did,  in  fact, 
bold  the  Timber  under  a  claim  to  hold  it  by  authority  of  the  law. 
It  has  been  suggested  that  the  undertaking  by  him  on  the  4th 
of  July  to  hold  to  the  order  of  the  Madarens^  constituted  a  contract 
whereby  he  became  their  warehouseman  or  wharfinger,  and  that 
thereafter  his  possession  after  that  date  was  virtually  theirs.  In- 
dependently, however,  of  the  question  whether  there  was  any 
consideration  for  such  a  contract,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships 
that  ConnoUi^s  evidence  to  the  effect  that  he  was  induced  to  giv6 
the  undertaking  under  a  misapprehension  caused  by  a  misrepre- 
sentation of  fact  by  the  bailiff  and  one  of  the  Madarens,  uncontra- 
dicted as  it  is  by  either  of  these  persons,  must  be  taken  to  be  true ; 
ttid,  if  so,  although  the  misrepresentation  may  not  have  been 
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intentional,  it  seema  to  their  Lordships  that  Cofinolly  was  not 
bound  by  this  undertaking,  and  that  the  character  of  the  possession 
was  not  changed  by  his  giving  it. 

For  these  reasons  their  Lordships  will  humbly  adyise  Her 
Majesty,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  be 
reversed,  and  that  of  the  Court  below  be  affirmed,  and  the  Appel- 
lants will  have  the  costs  of  the  appeal. 


1872 

Jtily  17. 

GomroLLT 

V. 
IfAOLABBf* 


Judgment  on  the  appeal  of  Connolly  v.  Madaren,  from  Canada, 
was  delivered,  as  follows,  at  the  same  time : — 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  Messrs.  Mdclaren  against 
Mr.  Gbnnoffy,  *^  en  garantie,*^  alleging  that^  in  consequence  of  his 
wrongful  detention  of  a  raft  of  Timber,  of  which  they  were  the 
Owners,  they  were  unable  to  deliver  it  to  Messrs.  Murphy,  in  pur- 
suance of  a  contract  of  sale  to  them ;  that  Messrs.  Murphy  sued 
them  for  breach  of  contract  and  recovered  damages,  whereupon 
the  Defendant  was  bound,  as  ^^ffarant,*"  to  indemnify  them.  Inas- 
much as  their  Lordships  have  held  in  the  principal  suit  that 
Messrs.  Murphy  had  no  cause  of  action  against  Messrs.  Mo/daren, 
they  are  of  opinion  that  the  foundation  of  this  action  fails,  without 
determining  whether  or  not  the  Madarens,  or  any  persons  to  whom 
by  sale  from  them  the  property  in  the  Timber  passed,  might  have  a 
remedy  by  original  action  against  ConnoUy  for  his  detention  of  it. 
Their  Lordships,  therefore,  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to 
reverse  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  to  affirm 
that  of  the  Court  below ;  the  Appellant  will  have  the  costs  of  this 
appeaL 

Solicitors  for  the-Appeilants  in  the  first  appeal,  and  the  Bespon- 
dents  in  the  second  appeal :  Uptons,  Johnson,  Upton,  db  Budd. 

Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents  in  the  first  appeal:  Btsehoff, 
Bompas^  it  Bisehoff. 

.  Solicitors  for  the  Appellants  in  the  second  appeal :  Clarke,  Son, 
dt  BawUns. 
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TBEPPTZ  &  SON Appellants;       j.c.» 

ASD  1872 

ANTONIO  CANELLI Bespokdeht.      Jkiri4. 

ON  APPEAL  FEOM  THE  SUPREME  CONSULAR  COURT  OF 
CONSTANTINOPLK 

Mereaniile  contract^  oonttrwiion  qf-^Oraiuiious  Baihe — N^gligenee — Laches, 

C,  a  Meicbant  domiciled  at  AUxandriti^  being  indebted  to  the  Appel- 
lants, Merchants  carrying  on  badness  at  LeipnCy  for  the  purpose  of  settling 
litigation  between  them  deposited  with  the  Respondent  (an  English  Merdhant 
resident  at  Ahsoandrid)  certain  Bills  drawn  in  his  favour  as  security  for  the 
Appellants'  debt;  the  Respondent  by  the  agreement  between  C  and  the  . 
AppeUants  constituting  himself  a  yoluntary  depositee  of  them,  and  under- 
taking to  be  responsible  for  them  to  the  Appellants  ''until  the  effective 
encashment  of  them,  which  remains  intrusted  to  C" :— > 

Edd^  that  the  Respondent  was  not  guilty  of  a  breach  of  duty  under  this 
agreement  in  allowing  C.  to  take  the  Bills  when  due,  for  encashment  at  his 
discretion,  and  was  not  bound  to  see  that  C.  handed  over  the  money  to  the 
Appellants. 

In  this  case  the  appeal  was  brought  from  a  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Consular  Court  of  CondafitintypU^  which  reversed  a  judg- 
ment of  the  Consular  Court  of  Alewmdria. 

The  judgment  in  the  Consular  Court  of  AUxomdria  was  in  favour 
of  the  Appellants.  The  Supreme  Consular  Court  of  CanstatMnofk 
tBYersed  that  judgment. 

The  Plaintiff,  Edvfard  WalterSf  as  representing  the  Appellants, 
Merchants  at  Leipsie,  in  the  Consular  Court  at  Alexandria^  claimed 
^m  the  Bespondent  12,000  francs,  or  5,543  florins,  about  £480, 
the  amount  of  two  Bills  of  Exchange  mentioned  in  a  contract, 
which  was  in  the  Italian  language,  of  which  the  following  is  a 
translation : — 

"  In  the  year  1865,  on  the  21st  day  of  October,  at  Alexandria  in 


^'By  the  present  private  agreement  the  following  has  been 
^&^  upon  between  the  undersigned  Advocate,  Frameaeo  Sahne, 

*  Preientr— Sib  Jambs  Willtax  Colvilb,  Bib  MoifTAGxnB  Edwabd  SxiTBy 
^  Sib  Bobibt  Fobbbtt  Gollub. 
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J.  0.       as  Agent  of  the  Commeroial  Firm,  J.  21  Trefflz  dt  San,  of  Leip9iey 
1872       OS  per  Deed  of  the  Slst  of  May,  1865,  and  Mr.  0.  B.  ChUaidiU, 
TBarrrz     representing  the  .Commercial  Firm,  d  B.  OhUaiditi  db  Co.,  esta- 
Ganihxi      t^lish^  At  Alexandria. 

'^  Mr.  Saiane  in  his  above  mentioned  character  making  use  of 

the  powers  granted  to  him  by  yirtne  of  the  aboye  mentioned 
power  of  Attorney,  received  from  Mr.  0.  B.  ChUaiditi  the  follow- 
ing proposition,  in  order  amicably  to  settle  the  litigation  in  this 
Consular  Tribunal  of  Oreeee,  whereby  it  is  sought  to  oompel  pay- 
ment by  the  Firm,  0.  B.  ChUaiditi  db  Co.,  to  the  House  of  J.  T. 
Trefftz  &  Son,  of  the  sum  of  10,140  silver  florins  and  five  cents, 
for  the  equal  amount  of  goods  consigned  on  the  15th  of  March, 
1865,  besides  interest  until  the  complete  payment,  and  also  for 
the  judicial  costs  and  charges  up  to  the  present  date. 

<'  1.  Man.  ChUaiditi  declares  himself  to  be  indebted  to  the  House 
of  J.  T.  Trefftz  dt  Son  in  the  sum  of  10,505  silver  florins  and  9  cents, 
as  well  for  principal  as  interest,  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent,  from  the 
15th  of  March  up  to  this  date,  in  addition  to  the  sum  of  249  francs 
being  legal  expenses  up  to  this  date,  the  costs  of  the  present 
instrument  not  being  included. 

**2.  In  payment  of  the  above-mentioned  sum,  less  the  legal 
expenses,  which  he  will  pay  by  cash,  he  will  deposit  into  the 
hands  of  Mr.  Sdhne,  in  his  above-mentioned  character,  four  Bills 
to  his  order  signed  in  favour  of  Mr.  D.  Piazzi,  the  original  Agent 
of  the  House  of  Trefftz,  as  per  Deed  of  the  Slst  of  May,  1865,  sigoed 
F.  Salone,  C.  B.  ChUaiditi,  namely,  one  of  2,652  silver  florins  and 
80  cents.,  payable  at  two  months'  date,  another  of  2,679  silver 
florins  and  86  cents,  payable  at  four  months*  date,  a  third  of 
2,707  silver  florins  and  49  cents,  payable  at  six  months'  date,  and 
the  last  of  2,735  silver  florins  and  69  cents,  payable  at  eight 
months'  date,  there  are  included  in  these  sums  the  respective 
interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent. 

''3.  In  guarantee  of  these  four  drafts  Mr.  ChUaiditi  deposits 
into  the  hands  of  Mr.  Antonio  CaneUi,  an  English  Merchant, 
residing  in  this  place,  who,  for  this  puipose,  intervenes  in  the 
present  instrument,  the  following  Bills  of  Exchange  in  his  own 
favour,  signed  by  native  Merchants  of  this  place  indebted  to  him, 
namely : — 
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No.  8 

One  of  Eamndi  Kamal 

RT. 

30,243 

.     J.  a 

,,    3 

Do. 

Ibrahim  Ddiver 

M 

19,093 

1872 

»    7 

Da 

MaJum  EffenAi  Asar 

W 

20,397 

""y^ 

„    4 

Do. 

AhcM  Melak  o{  Cairo 

» 

35,000 
104,733 

V. 

Caksux 

^4.  Mr.  CaneUi  constitatuig  himself  a  yolantary  depositary  of 
the  aboye-mentioned  Bills  of  Exchange  makes  himself  responsible 
for  them,  or  for  the  amount  which  they  represent,  to  the  House  of 
Trtffbi,  until  the  effective  encashment  of  them,  which  remains 
introsted  to  Signer  ChUaidUi. 

"  5.  Mr.  Sahne  in  this  character  accepts  the  above-mentioned 
propositions. 

''Done  this  day,  month,  and  year,  as  above,  in  triplicate, 
signed  by  the  parties. 
"  Mere  Depositary.       (Signed)  A,  CamBu 

(Signed)  Cosio  B.  ChUaiditu 

(Signed)  Francesco  Avo.  Salone.'' 

The  above  contract  was  put  in  and  proved  at  the  trial  before 
the  Consular  Court  of  Aleouindriaf  and  it  further  appeared  on  the 
Trial,  that  two  of  the  Bills  m^itioned  in  the  second  paragraph  of 
the  contract,  not  having  been  paid  by  ChUaiditi;  Edward  Walters, 
the  Appellants'  Agent^  demanded  payment  of  them  from  the 
Hespondent  on  the  ground  that  by  the  terms  of  the  contract  he 
Imd  guaranteed  the  payment  of  the  Bills.  The  Bespondent  was 
examined  on  his  own  behalf,  and  proved  that  he  was  a  mere 
gratuitous  Bailee  of  the  Bills  deposited  with  him,  and  that,  in 
accordance  with  the  express  terms  of  his  undertaking,  he  allowed 
ChUaidiii  to  take  the  Bills  for  encashment. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  Bespondent  gave  the  Bills  deposited 
with  him  to  ChUaiditi  for  encashment  as  they  became  due. 

The  question  in  the  Courts  below  was  the  extent  of  the  liability 
undertaken  by  the  Bespondent  under  the  above  contract. 

The  Consular  Court  of  Alexandria,  on  the  14th  of  April,  1869, 
decided  in  favour  of  the  Appellants.  That  judgment  was  reversed 
by  the  Supreme  Consular  Court  of  Constantinople  on  the  27th  of 
September,  1869.    Hence  this  appeal. 
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J.  OL  Mr.  A.  Cohen,  for  the  Appellants : — 

JJ2  There  was  suflBcient  consideration  to  support  a  promise  or  under- 

Treito  taking  on  the  part  of  the  Respondent  to  carry  out  the  terms  on 
Camkiij.    which,  and  the  purpose  for  which,  he  became  depositary  of  the 

"~  Bills  in  question,  and  the  facts  proved  in  the  Court  below  shewed 
that  he  had  made  default  in  doing  so.  He  was  bound  to  use 
proper  care  in  keeping  the  Bills,  to  keep  them  till  the  effectual 
encashment^  and  not  to  give  them  up  to  ChilaidiH  until  he  was 
sure  that  he  could  cash  them,  and  the  money  was  paid  into  his  or 
the  Appellant's  hands.  The  forbearance  was  a  sufficient  con- 
sideration. The  Plaintiff  cannot  proye  negligence  in  a  case  of  this 
nature,  the  burden  of  proof,  therefore,  is  shifted  on  the  Defendant: 
Pothier,  Traits  du  Contrat  [Buffti^a  Ed.  1847],  Tom.  V.  art  3, 
sect.  52 ;  Code  NapoUon,  Art  1993 ;  CoffffS  v.  Barnard  (I) ;  Tayhr 
on  Evidence,  p.  379,  §  347  [5th  Ed.]. 

;    Mr.  Butt,  Q.a,  and  Mr.  P.  Kent,  for  the  Respondent  :— 

Candli  was  a  mere  gratuitous  Bailee  of  the  Bills,  he  received 
no  commission  or  remuneration  of  any  sort  for  becoming  deposi- 
tary of  the  same,  and  was  by  the  4th  article  of  the  contract  bound 
to  deliver  them  up  when  demanded  by  ChUaiditi  for  encashment 
He  only  held  them  that  ChSaidtti  might  not  be  tempted  to  use 
them  while  in  difficulties,  and  as  an  evidence  of  good  faith.  The 
Firm  of  Trefflz  dt  Son  did  not  apply  for  them  till  many  months 
after  the  dishonour  of  ChUaidUts  own  Bills.  It  lay  upon  the 
Appellants  to  prove  a  case  of  gross  negligence  if  they  sought  to 
make  the  Bespondent  liable,  and  without  admitting  that  such 
negligence,  if  proved,  would  render  hun  so,  it  is  sufficient  to  saj 
that  no  such  negligence,  or,  indeed,  any  negligence  whatever,  on 
the  part  of  the  Bespondent  was  proved. 

Judgment  was  pronounced  by 

Sib  Montague  Smith  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  Her  Majesty's  Supreme 
Consular  Court  at  Condaniinople,  which  reversed  a  judgment  pro- 
nounced by  the  Queen's  Consular  Court  at  Aleooandria.     The 

(1)  1  Smith's  L.  Gases,  ]  77  [8th  Ed.] 
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action  was  brought  by  Messrs.  Trefftz  d:  Son  against  Mr.  Canelli       j.  c. 
for  breach  of  a  contract  into  which  he  had  entered  or  intervened,       i872 
under  which  certain  Bills  of  Exchange  were  deposited  with  him  for      tboti^ 
the  purpose  of  securing  the  payment  of  certain  other  Bills  which 
had  been  given  by  a  person  of  the  name  of  ChUaiditi  to  Messrs* 
Trefftz  dt  Son.     Chilatditi  was  indebted  to  Trefftz  it  Son,  and  an 
action  had  been  brought  by  them  against  him.    Tliat  action  was 
discontinued  upon  ChUaiditi  giving  certain  Bills  to  Trefftz  &  Son, 
and  agreeing  to  deposit  with  Mr.  Canelli,  the  Defendant^  certain 
other  Bills  by  way  of  security. 

The  main  question  arises  upon  the  proper  construction  of  the 
agreement  under  which  the  Bills  given  as  security  were  deposited 
with  Mr.  Canelli.  The  contract  is  by  no  means  an  intelligible 
one,  and  some  difficulty  has  been  felt  by  their  Lordships  in  ascer- 
taining from  the  words  of  it  what  was  the  real  intention  of  the 
parties ;  but  it  is  obvious  that  the  obligation  of  the  depositary 
cannot  be  carried  further  than  the  language  of  the  contract  will 
warrant,  and  their  Lordships  must  find,  as  well  as  they  can  from 
the  language  used,  what  was  the  intention  of  the  parties. 

The  agreement  was  made  in  Alexandria  on  the  part  of  Trefftz  d: 
Son  by  an  Agent,  Mr.  Salone,  and  bears  date  on  the  21st  of  Octo 
ber,  1865.  It  was  made  between  the  two  principal  parties,  and 
Mr.  Candli  intervened.  The  first  part  of  the  agreement  relates  to 
the  action  which  had  been  brought  and  the  compromise  of  it,  and 
the  delivery  of  certain  Bills  by  Mr.  ChUaiditi  to  Trefftz  &  Son. 
Those  Bills  are  referred  to  in  the  second  clause  of  the  contract, 
which  says,  **  In  payment  of  the  aforesaid  sum,"  that  is,  the  agreed 
debt,  exclusive  of  the  costs,  which  are  to  be  paid  in  ready  money, 
**  he,"  that  is  the  Debtor,  "  will  place  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Salone, 
in  his  (Mr.  Salone^a)  aforesaid  capacity,  four  Bills  respectively 
accepted  by  him  in  favour  of  Mr.  D.  Piazzi,  the  original  Attorney 
of  the  Firm  of  Trefftz  dt  Son'*  Then  there  is  a  description  of  the 
Bills,  the  last  of  them  maturing  in  eight  months  from  the  date  of 
the  contract.  The  other  clauses  contain  the  obligation,  and  the 
only  obligation,  into  which  Mr.  Canelli  entered ;  the  third  is  in 
these  terms :  "  As  security  for  the  said  four  Bills,  Mr.  ChUaiditi 
deposits  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  Antonio  Canelli,  an  English  Merchant 
residing  in  this  place,  who  for  that  purpose  becomes  a  party  ta 

Vol.  IV.  8  T 
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J.  C.       this  instrutnent  (intervenes),  the  following  Bills,  drawn  in  his  owu 

1872       favour,  and  accepted  by  certain  native  merchants  of  this  place  who 

Tbifttz     stand  indebted  to  him,  viz. :" — The  Bills  are  described,  and  the 

Canelli     ^ft™6S  of  the  parties,  and  the  amounts  given.    Then  it  goes  on : 

— ^       "  4th.  Mr.  Canelli,  constituting  himself  the  voluntary  depositary 

of  the  aforesaid  Bills,  undertakes  to  be  (render  himself)  responsible 

for  the  same,  or  for  the  value  represented  by  the  same,  to  the 

Firm  of  Trefftz  &  Son  until  the  eflfectual  encashment  ^thereof, 

which  encashment  is  entrusted  to  Mr.  ChUaidiiV*    Mr.  CaneUi 

signs  in  this  way,'"  The  depositary  only,  A.  Candli!^ 

Now,  two  constructions  have  been  suggested  of  this  agreement. 
Mr.  Cohen,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs  (the  Appellants),  main- 
tains that  the  words  "  until  the  effectual  encashment"  of  the  Bills 
meant  that  the  Bills  should  remain  deposited  with  Mr.  Candli  until 
they  had  been  paid,  and  the  money  had  come  into  his  or  Messrs. 
Treffiz  &  Son's  hands.  The  other  construction,  supported  by  the 
passage  following  the  words  I  have  just  read,  namely,  ''which 
encashment  is  entrusted  to  Mr.  Chilaiditi"  is,  that  the  Bills  were 
to  be  held  by  the  depositary  only  until  the  time  for  effectual  en- 
cashment came,  and  were  then  to  be  entrusted  to  Mr.  ChilaidUi  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  payment,  and  that  when  that  had  been 
done,  it  was  contended  that  the  deposit  was  at  an  end. 

The  contract  is  certainly  not  very  intelligibly  expressed,  and  it 
becomes  necessary  to  examine  its  words,  to  ascertain  what  inter* 
pretation  they  most  naturally  bear.  If  it  had  stopped  at  the  words, 
"  until  the  effectual  encashment  thereof,"  there  would  have  been 
strong  ground  for  contending  that  the  parties  meant  that  the  depo- 
sitary should  hold  the  Bills  until  he  got  payment  of  them.  But 
the  contract  does  not  stop  there.  It  goes  on  with  the  passage  I 
have  just  read,  and  to  which  effect  must  be  given,  as  well  as  to  the 
former  part.  The  construction  which  appears  to  their  Lordships 
to  be  that  which  the  words  naturally  import  is,  that  Mr.  ChilaidUi 
was  to  be  entrusted  with  the  possession  of  the  Bills  in  order  to 
obtain  payment ;  and  if  that  is  the  meaning  of  the  parties,  the 
responsibility  of  the  Bespondent  as  depositary  would  end,  when  the 
former  was  so  entrusted. 

The  agreement  seems  to  be  hardly  susceptible  of  any  other  con- 
struction than  of  tliese  two,  and  it  may  be  obsenred  that  both  are 
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sensible  oonstractions ;  that  is,  both  give  an  effect  to  the  agree-       J.  0. 
ment  which  is  a  beneficial  one  to  the  Creditors,  Messrs.  Trefffz  dt        ik72 
Son.    One  is  mach  more  beneficial  to  them  than  the  other,  and     Trepitj 
would  give  them  a  much  greater  security ;  but  still  both  give  them      casell'. 
some  security ;  and  the  question  is  to  collect,  as  well  as  can  be       ""~" 
done  from  the  language,  what  it  was  the  parties  really  meant,  and 
what  was  the  obligation  Mr.  CaneUi  undertook,  because  no  Court 
can  carry  his  obligation  further  than  the  words  to  which  he  has 
become  a  party  will  allow,  even  although  it  may  be  that  the 
agreement  is  not  one  which  mercantile  men  would  be  expected  to 
enter  into. 

It  is  suggested  by  Mr.  Cohen  that  there  would  be  no  advantage 
io  the  agreement  if  it  be  construed  in  the  way  in  which  the  Be- 
^ndent's  Counsel  seeks  to  construe  it ;  but,  as  just  said,  that 
really  is  not  so.  The  Bills  which  were  given  by  Mr.  ChUaiditi  to 
Trefftz  &  Son  matured  in  eight  months  from  the  date  of  this  agree- 
iDent  The  Bills  which  were  deposited  as  a  security,  apparently,  did 
Dot  mature  for  a  year  and  a  half  after  its  date.  The  benefit  which  was 
secured  to  Messrs.  Trefftz  dt  Son  by  this  agreement  was  at  all  events 
to  this  extent,  that  BiUs  of  their  Debtor  to  an  amount  exceeding  the 
amount  of  the  Bills  which  he  had  given  to  them  remained  in  the 
bands  of  a  depositary  up  to  and  beyond  the  time  when  these  last 
became  due,  and  the  Debtor  was  prevented  from  parting  with  that 
property.  It  remained  locked  up  under  this  agreement,  and  they 
might)  by  proceedings  against  Mr.  ChilaidUi  when  his  own  Bills 
were  dishonoured,  have  very  probably  obtained  in  some  way  the 
benefit  of  those  which  were  deposited  as  security  with  Mr.  Canellu 

Their  Lordships,  thereforcj  think  that  a  sensible  construction 
may  be  given  of  this  agreement,  and  that  they  best  give  effect  to 
all  the  words  and  the  different  parts  of  it,  by  adopting  that  which 
has  been  put  upon  it  on  the  part  of  the  Bespondent. 

If  the  construction  of  the  Appellants  were  to  be  adopted,  it 
would  impose  utK)n  Mr.  CaneUi  a  greater  obligation  than  he  under- 
took. He  does  not  undertake  to  hold  the  money  or  to  be  the 
depositary  of  the  money.  The  agreement  is,  that  he  will  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  Bills,  or  for  their  value,  until  the  effectual 
encashment  thereof.  He  does  not  undertake  to  be  a  depositary  of 
the  money,  or  that  his  obligation  under  this  contract  shall  endure 
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J.  d.  for  all  time.  Undonbtedly,  a  difficnlty  might  arise  in  the  practical 
1872  working  of  this  agreement,  if  Mr.  ChUaidiiiy  being  entrusted  with 
TRnrrrz  ^^®  Bills,  presented  them  and  they  were  dishonoured.  Possibly 
that  is  a  state  of  things  which  was  not  foreseen.  The  experience 
of  those  who  have  had  to  deal  with  mercantile  contracts  teaches 
that  they  are  not  uncommonly  entered  into  without  an  apprehen- 
sion or  foresight  of  all  the  circumstances  which  may  result  from 
them.  It  may  be  that  if  Mr.  Chilaiditi  had  presented  the  Bills 
and  they  were  dishonoured,  there  might  have  been  implied  from 
this  contract  an  obligation  on  his  part  to  return  the  Bills  to  Mr. 
CaneUi^  and  on  the  latter  to  retain  the  custody  of  them  as  a  con- 
tinuation of  the  original  deposit  However,  it  is  not  necessary  to 
decide  that  question. 

Assuming,  then,  the  construction  of  the  contract  to  be,  that 
which  their  Lordships  have  declared  it  in  their  opinion  to  be,  the 
only  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff  has  established 
a  breach  of  the  contract  so  construed. 

Now,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  it  lies*  upon  the  Plain- 
tiff to  establish  that  there  has  been  on  the  part  of  Mr.  CaneHi 
some  breach  of  his  duty  under  the  contract.  There  would  have 
been  a  breach  of  his  duty  under  it  if  he  had  delivered  the  Bills  to 
Mr.  ChUaidiii  before  the  time  when  they  ought  to  have  been  pre- 
sented for  payment,  or  if  he  had  delivered  them  to  him  for  any 
other  purpose  than  that  of  obtaining  payment.  But  their  Lord- 
ships think,  upon  looking  at  the  evidence  in  this  case,  that  the 
Plaintiff  has  not  shewn  that  there  was  a  breach  on  the  part  of  Mr. 
CaneBi  in  either  of  these  respects.  The  evidence  is  extremely 
scanty,  and  their  Lordships  would  scarcely  be  able  to  arrive  at 
what  were  the  true  facts  of  the  case  unless  they  availed  themselves 
of  the  judgment  which  was  delivered  by  the  Consul  at  Alexandria, 
Looking  at  that  judgment,  and  reading  the  evidence  by  the  light 
of  it,  it  sufficiently  appears,  in^  heir  Lordships'  view,  that  the  Bills 
were  delivered  by  Mr.  CaneUi  to  Chilaiditi  for  the  purpose  of 
being  cashed,  and  also  that  they  were  paid. 

Assuming  those  to  be  the  facts,  that  the  Bills  were  delivered  by 
Mr.  CaneUi  to  Chilaiditi  for  the  purpose  of  being  cashed,  and  that 
he  did  obtain  payment  of  them,  their  Lordships  think  that  there 
was  no  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  Mr.  CaneUi^  and  that' nothing 
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can  be  imputed  to  him  which  would  give  a  cause  of  action  to        J.  0. 
Messrs.  Trefflz  <&  Son.  I872 

It  was  urged  by  Mr.  Cohen  that  Mr.  CanaJli  had  been  guilty  of     tbbfftz 
negligence  in  allowmg  Mr.  ChUaiditi  to  help  himself,  as  it  were,     ^  ^• 

to  the  Bills,  by  going  to  the  chest  where  they  were  kept,  and        

taking  them  from  it  Assuming  that  there  may  have  been  some 
want  of  care  in  that  respect,  or  some  undue  confidence  placed  by 
Hr.  CaneHi  in  Mr.  ChUaidiH,  that  alone  would  not  make  Mr. 
CanelK  liable,  unless  Mr.  GhilaidUi  got  possession  of  the  Bills  for  a 
purpose  which  the  agreement  did  not  warrant.  But  if  it  be  right 
to  assume  upon  the  evidence,  and  upon  the  assumptions  in  the 
judgment,  that  Mr.  ChUaiditi  had  these  Bills  only  at  the  time 
when  they  became  due,  and  only  for  the  purpose  of  getting  them 
paid,  the  fact  that  he  was  allowed  to  take  them  himself,  and  that 
there  might  have  been  some  want  of  care  in  that  respect  in  allow- 
ing him  to  handle  all  the  Bills,  would,  their  Lordships  think, 
afford  no  ground  of  action,  when  that  negligence  was  not  followed 
by  any  consequences  afiecting  the  interests  of  Messrs.  Trefftz  db 

The  CSonsul  at  Alexandria  appears  to  have  construed  the  con- 
tract as  their  Lordships  have  done,  and  certainly  not  in  the  way  in 
which  Mr.  Cohen  attempted  to  interpret  it  at  their  Lordships'  Bar. 
But  the  Consul  appears  to  have  thought  that  by  implication  the 
agreement  imposed  an  obligation  upon  Mr.  Canelli,  either  to  take 
care  that  Mr.  ChUaiditi  did  receive  the  money  and  band  it  over  to 
Messrs.  Trefflz  dt  Son,  or  to  give  notice  to  Messrs.  Trefftz  dt  Swi  of 
the  time  when  the  Bills  matured,  and  of  his  having  delivered  them 
to  Hr.  ChUaiditi  in  order  that  they  might  go  with  him  and  obtain 
the  money  when  it  was  paid.  It  seems  to  their  Lordships  that  this 
is  not  a  necessary,  or  even  a  ra^ionable,  implication  from  this 
agreement.  There  are  no  words  which  affect  to  bind  Mr.  Canelli 
to  any  such  duty,  and  their  Lordships  think  that  there  is  no  laches 
which  amounts  to  anything  like  a  breach  of  duty  under  this  agree- 
ment, in  his  not  accompanying  Mr.  ChUaiditi  when  he  received  the 
money,  or  in  not  giving  notice  to  Messrs.  Tretffz  dt  Son,  or  some 
Agent  of  theirs,  that  Mr.  ChUaiditi  had  possession  of  the  Bills  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  payment. 
As  far  as  laches  is  concerned,  their  Lordships  are  clearly  of 
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J.  a  opinioD,  that  there  is  &r  greater  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  Appd- 
1/^2  lants  themselves  than  on  the  part  of  Mr.  CaneUu  The  object  of 
Tamrz  ^^®  agreement  appears  to  have  been  that  Mr,  CaneBi  should  hold 
these  Bills  nntil  effectual  payment  could  be  obtained.  The  Bills 
are  described  in  the  agreement,  and  Messrs.  Treffiz  &  Son  knew 
perfectly  well,  or  ought  to  have  known,  or  taken  care  to  have 
known,  the  time  when  these  Bills  would  have  matured.  It  seems 
reasonable  to  expect  that  they,  with  a  due  regard  to  their  own  in- 
terests, would  have  taken  care  to  see  that  Mr.  ChCaidtti,  if  he 
obtained  the  Bills  and  the  cash  for  them,  would  hand  over  the 
cash  to  them.  It  seems  to  their  Lordships,  that  they  have  no 
right  to  cast  that  duty,  which  was  one  that  they  might  have  been 
fairly  expected  to  undertake  for  their  own  interest,  upon  Mr. 
CaneUi,  and  make  him  responsible  for  the  consequences  of  leaving 
Mr.  ChUaidiH  in  the  uncontrolled  possession  of  these  Bills. 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that 
the  Supreme  Consular  Ciourt  at  Constantinaph  was  right  in  revers- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  Consul  at  AkxandriOf  and  they  will 
advise  Her  Majesty  to  dismiss  this  appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Thomas  db  Hottams. 
Solicitor  for  the  Bespondent :  21  Rus»d  Kent 


IHIS  was  an  action  of  libel  brought  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Sierra  Leone  hj  the  Appellant,  a  Barrister  practising  as  an  Adro- 

•  Preicn*:— Sib  Jamvs  William  Coltile,  Sib  Moktaoue  Eowabd  Smith, 

•odSlB  ROBXVI   POBBETT  COLLZEB. 
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WILLIAM  RAINY Appellant;        J.C.» 

AND  1872 

ALEXANDER  BRAVO RKSPONDEirr.     JumU. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OP  THE  SETTLEMENT 
OF  SIERRA  LEONE. 

Action  /or  Ubd — Letter  containing  libd  deetroyed  by  Defendant — Secondary 
evidence — Variance  h^ween  defamatory  worde  alleged  indedaration  and 
proof—Sierra  Leone  Ordinance,  No.  4  of  1866 — Trial  by  Judge  without  jury 
— Amendment  of  duhration^  time  to  apply  for — Discretion  of  Judge. 

In  an  action  of  libel  the  defamatory  words  set  oat  in  the  declaration  must 
he  proved  as  laid,  and  it  is  a  fiital  Tarianoe  if  the  words  as  alleged  are  mate- 
rially qualified  by  evidence  of  words  not  contained  in  the  declaration,  although 
such  words  as  qualified  are  still  libellous. 

The  Defendant,  after  the  publication  of  a  libel  and  before  the  action  was 
brought,  destroyed  the  Letl^r  containing  the  libellous  words : — Seld,  that, 
as  the-deDEunatory  writing  was  not  in  existence,  secondary  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  the  Letter  by  Witnesses  who  heard  it  read  was  admissible,  but 
that  the  actual  words  used  as  kid  in  the  declaration  must  be  proved, 
and  not  the  substance  or  impression  the  Witnesses  received  of  the  words, 
as  otherwise  the  Witnesses,  and  not  the  Court  or  jury,  would  be  made  the 
judges  of  what  was  a  libel. 

Before  the  declaration  was  filed  the  Plaintiff  gave  notice  of  his  intention 
to  move  for  a  rule  for  the  production  of  the  Letter  containing  the  words  of 
the  libel  as  set  out  in  the  declaration.  An  affidavit  in  answer  by  the 
Defendant  stated  that  he,  the  Defendant,  had  destroyed  the  Letter,  but 
made  no  objection  to  the  terms  of  the  alleged  libel  set  out  in  the  Plaintiff's 
affidavit : — Edd,  that  the  Plaintiff's  affidavit  being  merely  for  the  purpose 
of  the  production  of  the  Letter  was  not  admissible  as  evidence  to  prove  the 
words  of  the  libel. 

Where  there  is  a  variance  between  the  declaration  and  proof  the  proper  time 
to  apply  to  amend  the  declaration  is  at  the  conclusion  of  the  Plaintiff's  case. 

A  Judge  sitting  without  a  jury  in  a  civil  action,  as  provided  by  the  Sierra 
Leone  Ordinance,  No.  4  of  1866,  sect.  11,  has  power  to  adjourn  or  po8t{X)ne  his 
judgment,  or  verdict,  and  the  appellate  Court  will  not  interfere  with  his  discre* 
tion  either  as  to  adjourning  judgment  or  allowing  an  amendment  of  the 
declaration,  which  may  be  granted  after  the  Judge  has  began  to  deliver  his 
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J.O.       cate  and  Attorney  in  the  Courts  in  that  Colony,  against  the 

1872        Bespondenty  a  Police  Magistrate  in  that  Colony. 

Baiht  ^^  ^^^  fti^d  second  counts  of  the  Plaintiff's  declaratian  set  out 

BbaVo.      *^®  ^^^^^  ^  follows : — *"  Tell  CHlpin  "  (meaning  thereby  that  a  certain 

person  was  to  tell  one  CHIpin,  who  was  a  Client  of  the  Plaintiffs) 

*'  that  I  have  prohibited  Mr.  Rainy  from  practising  in  my  Court '' 
(meaning  thereby  that  the  Defendant  had  prohibited  the  Plaintiff 
from  practising  in  his  said  profession  in  the  Police  Court  of  Free- 
town), "  and  there  was  no  necessity  for  him  (Gilpin)  to  employ  a 
Lawyer ;  but  if  he  required  a  Lawyer,  to  employ  Mr.  WdlcoU  *' 
(meaning  another  Advocate  and  Attorney-at-law  of  the  said  Supreme 
Court),  **  who  was  a  clever  Lawyer,  and,  what  is  more,  he  is  an  honest 
man  "  (meaning  thereby  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  a  clever  Lawyer 
or  an  honest  man)  :  The  Plaintiff  laid  his  damages  at  £3,000. 

Before  the  Plaintiff  filed  his  declaration,  he  caused  a  notice  of 
motion  to  be  served  on  the  Defendant's  Attorney  of  his  intention 
to  apply  to  the  Court  for  a  rule  calling  upon  the  Defendant  to 
shew  cause  why  the  Plaintiff  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  inspect 
and  take  a  copy  of  the  Letter  written  by  the  Defendant  to  the 
Police  Clerk,  and  in  which  the  libel  complained  of  was  set  out 
In  this  affidavit  the  libel  was  set  forth  precisely  as  it  was  subse- 
quently laid  in  the  declaration.  In  reply  to  this  affidavit,,  the 
Defendant,  by  an  affidavit  made  by  himself,  swore  ''that  the 
Letter  referred  to  in  the  affidavit  of  the  Plaintiff,  had  been  torn  in 
pieces  by  the  Defendant,  and  the  pieces  thrown  in  the  Streets." 

The  Defendant  pleaded  not  guilty;  and  issue  being  taken 
thereon,  the  action  came  on  for  trial  on  the  29th  of  November, 
and  the  1st  and  2nd  December,  1869,  before  His  Honour,  Oeor^e 
French,  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Sierra  Leone, 
without  a  jury,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  Sierra  Leone 
Ordinance,  No.  4  of  1866,  sept.  11,  which  abolished  trial  hj 
jury  in  civil  actions. 

At  the  trial  the  Plaintiff  conducted  his  case  in  person,  when 
the  following  evidence,  as  appeared  from  the  Chief  Justice's 
notes  relative  to  the  libel,  was  given  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff. 
MetzffeTf  the  Police  Clerk,  stated,  '^The  substance  of  the  part 
of  the  Letter  which  I  read  out  I  recollect.  It  was  to  this  effect : 
I  was  to  tell  Oilpin  that  his  case  was  not  a  case  for  a  Lawyer, 
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and  that  he  (the  Major)  was  detained  at  Goyemment  Eoose^  and  J.  a 
could  not  come  down  that  day.  The  Letter  said  he  had  heard  1872 
CHlpin  had  employed  Mr.  Bainy  (the  Plaintiff),  bat  Mr.  Bainy  was  b^tt 
not  allowed  to  practise  in  his  Court  until  he  had  apologized  for      -q^ 

his  conduct  towards  him  (the  Defendant)  whilst  he  was  sitting  on        

the  Bench  at  the  Police  Court  some  time  before."  Iix  another  part 
of  his  evidence  the  Witness  stated,  **  1  read  Letter  out  because  there 
was  a  direction  in  Letter  for  me  to  tell  OUpin  and  the  people  that 
on  account  of  Mr.  Bainy's  conduct  towards  Magistrate  (the  Defen- 
dant) he  had  prohibited  him  from  practising  in  his  Court  until  he 
had  apologized  for  his  conduct  towards  him."  The  Witness  further 
stated,  in  answer  to  a  question  of  the  Chief  Justice :  *'  There  was  a 
direction  in  the  Letter  to  tell  OUpin  and  people  about  Plaintiff's 
conduct  to  Defendant,  and  Defendant  having  prohibited  him  prac- 
tising in  his  Court  until  he  had  apologized  for  his  conduct"    Lake, 
another  Witness,  stated,  ''The  substance  of  the  Letter  was  as 
foQows :  The  Defendant  vm>te  to  Police  Clerk,  Metzffer,  to  say  he 
was  at  Groyemment  House,  and  would  not  be  at  Police  Court  before 
a  certain  time,'^hich  I  don't  now  recollect ;  that  CHlpin  need  not 
employ  *a  Jjayryer ;  that  it  was  not  necessary.    But  at  all  events,  if 
he  did  so,  he  was  not  to  employ  the  Plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  his 
conduct  in  his  Court  some  days  before,  until  he  should  have  made 
ample  apology;  that  he  could  employ  Mr.   WaJcoU,  who  was  a 
dever  Lawyer,  besides  an  honest  man.    There  was  a  postscript  to 
the  Letter  to  the  effect,  'Bead  this  Letter  publicly  in  Court.'" 
JarreU,  another  Witness,  stated,  "  The  substance  of  it  was :  Tell 
OUpin  I  am  going  to  Grovemment  House,  and  will  not  be  back 
before  a  certain  stated  time.     That  Metzger  was  to  tell  CHIpin 
he  did  not  require  a  Lawyer,  but  that  if  he  did  employ  one,  he 
^m  to  employ    WaleoH,  who  was  an  honest  man,  and  not  Mr. 
Bainy,  as  he  had  prohibited  Mr.  Bainy  from  practising  in  that 
Court  for  having  insulted  him  some  days  previously."      CHIpin, 
another  Witness,  stated:  "The  Letter  said:  'Tell  Gilpin  1  am 
engaged  at  Government  House;   his  case  ^ill  be  remanded  till 
Wednesday;  that  he  need  not  employ  any^Lawyer;  but  if  he  is 
80  foolish  as  to  employ  any  Lawyer,  he  need  not  employ  Bainy, 
AB  he  came  into  Court  on  Saturday  and  insulted  me  while  on 
the  Bench,  and  unless  he  makes  an  apology  in  open  Court  I  will 

3  2  A  2 
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J.  0.  not  allow  him  to  come  into  the  Police  Court/  "  The  affidavit  of 
1872  the  Appellant,  and  the  affidavit  of  the  Defendant^  hereinbefoie 
RAimr  referred  to,  were  put  in  evidence  at  the  trial  on  the  pari  of  the 
BbIto.      Plaintiff. 

"""  No  evidence  was  given  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant^  who  did 

not  appear  either  in  person  or  by  Counsel  at  the  trial,  and  no 
objection  was  taken  hj  the  Court  during  the  trial  to  the  WitneaseB 
speaking  as  to  the  substance  of  the  Letter  containing  the  libeL 

At  the  conclusion  of  the  trial,  the  Chief  Justice  adjourned  the 
case  sine  die  for  judgment,  and  on  the  17th  of  December  an- 
nounced in  open  Court  that  he  would  deliver  his  judgment  on 
the  2l8t  of  that  month. 

On  the  2l8t  of  December,  1869,  the  Chief  Justice  proceeded  to 
give  judgment  in  the  action,  and  while  he  was  taking  exception  to 
the  evidence  given  at  the  trial  by  the  Plaintiff's  Witnesses,  as 
speaking  only  to  the  substance  of  the  libel,  proposed  to  the  Plaintiff 
that  he  should  elect  to  be  nonsuited ;  but  the  Plaintiff  submitted 
that,  instead  of  being  nonsuited,  the  declaration  should  be  amended 
to  make  it  correspond  exactly  with  his  proof.  The  Chief  Justice 
refused  to  permit  this,  and  subsequently  declined  to  hear  any- 
thing further  from  the  Plaintiff,  insisting  that  it  was  not  proper 
that  the  Plaintiff  should  address  him  whilst  he  was  giving  his 
judgment.  His  Honour  then  gave  his  verdict  or  judgment  for  the 
Defendant,  chiefly  on  the  ground,  that  the  Witnesses  spoke  to  the 
substance,  and  not  the  exact  words  contained  in  the  Letter. 

The  Appellant  moved  the  Supreme  Court  for  a  rule  nin  that 
the  verdict  be  entered  for  him,  or  for  a  new  trial  in  the  actios, 
and  a  rule  was  subsequently  granted  for  a  new  trial  only. 

By  an  Order  of  the  Supreme  Court,  bearing  date  the  30th  of 
March,  1870,  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  was  discharged  with  costs. 

The  present  appeal  was  brought  from  this  Order  refusing  the  role 
for  a  new  trial.  The  Appellant,  in  his  case,  submitted,  that  the 
judgment  ought  to  be  reversed,  and  a  verdict  entered  for  him, 
with  such  damages  as  their  Lordships  should  think  fit  to  award.  , 

The  Appellant  in  person : — 

There  are  three  grounds  upon  which,  I  contend,  the  Court  below 
was  wrong  in  law.    First,  that  the  libel  was  proved ;  and,  secondly, 


V. 

Bbavo, 
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even  if  the  exact  words  were  not  proved,  and  there  was  a  variance  J.  G. 
between  the  libel  alleged  and  the  eyidence,  the  Judge  ought  to  1872 
have  allowed  leave  to  amend  the  declaration ;  and  lastly,  that  the  rIint 
Judge  had  no  power  to  adjourn  the  trial  sine  die. 

First,  I  submit^  that  the  libel  set  forth  in  the  declaration  was 
sufficiently  proved  by  the  Witnesses,  and  also  by  the  affidavit  of 
the  Bespondent,  who  therein  admits  the  libel.  No  objection  was 
taken  at  the  trial  by  the  learned  Judge,  who  tried  the  action 
without  a  jury,  under  the  Sierra  Leone  Ordinance,  No.  4  of 
1866,  sect.  11,  to  the  Witnesses  speaking  to  their  recollection  of 
the  substance  of  the  contents  of  the  Letter  containing  the  libel, 
which  was  alone  sufficient  proof,  but  another  Witness,  OUpinf 
deposed  to  the  actual  words  themselves.  The  evidence  of  these 
Witnesses  proved  so  much  of  the  libel  as  alleged  in  the  declara- 
tion as  was  necessary  to  maintain  the  action,  and  the  Judge  was 
wrong  in  disregarding .  such  evidence :  Siarkie  on  Slander  and 
Libel,  p.  345  [3rd  Ed.  by  Folkard].  Direct  evidence  could  not 
be  obtained,  as  the  Bespondent  himself  destroyed  the  Letter  con- 
taining the  libel,  and  that  being  so,  he  could  not  object  to  secondary 
evidence  of  the  contents  being  proved  ;by  Witnesses.  The  Chief 
Justice  in  his  judgment  relied  upon  Chdecle  v.  Mathers  (1)  as  an 
authority  to  justify  him  in  rejecting  the  evidence  of  the  Witnesses, 
speaking  only  to  the  substance  of  the  defamatory  words.  That  case 
does  not  apply.  There  is  no  decision  similar  to  the  present  case 
to  be  found  in  the  Reports.  The  only  authority  approaching  the 
present  case  is  Layers  Trial  (2).  That  case,  it  is  true,  was  an 
indictment  for  publishing  a  treasonable  paper  not  in  evidence,  but 
parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  paper  was  allowed.  Here 
the  Bespondent  destroyed  the  Letter,  the  evidence  of  the  libel. 
In  such  circumstances,  according  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  Starkie 
on  Slander  and  Libel,  p.  449,  citing  Oatherecle  v.  MiaU  (3),  Fryer 
v.  Oatherecle  (4)  and  Johnson  v.  Hudson,  in  a  note  to  Watts  v. 
Fraaer  (5),  where  a  printed  Libel  is  destroyed,  evidence  of  a 
corresponding  copy  is  admissible.  I  submit,  that  in  this  case 
secondary  evidence  was  admissible,  and  that  the  learned  Judge 

(1)  1  M.  &  W.  495.  (3)  16  M.  &  W.  319. 

(2)  6  St.  Tr.  229 ;  Note  to  Bex  v.  (4)  4  Ex.  262. 
Fotwn,  2  T.  R.  203.                                             (6)  7  A.  &  E.  232. 


291  OASES  IN  THE  PBIYY  GOUNdL.  [LB. 

J.  a       when  deliyering  judgment    He  shonld  have  applied  for  leave 
1872       to  amend  at  the  end  of  his  case,  which  the  Judge,  in  his  dis- 
•fu^      cretion,  might  haye  allowed.    The  rule  of  this  Tribunal  is  not  to 
SBAva      ^i^terfere  with  the  judicial  discretion  of  a  Colonial  Court  in  a  ques- 
— —       tion  of  its  forms  and  practice :  Orant  v.  The  Mtna  In8ur<mee  Com- 
pany (1). 

Lastly,  the  Chief  Justice  had,  by  the  Sierra  Leone  Ordinance, 
No.  4  of  1866,  sect.  3,  power  to  adjourn  the  Court,  for  judgment 
Beff.  T.  The  Mayor  of  CUmmd  (2)  is  an  authority  that  the  Court 
has  inherent  power  to  adjourn  from  time  to  time. 

1872  The  consideration  of  their  Lordships'  judgment  was  reserved, 

JimTiz     ^^^  ^^^  delivered  by 

Sib  Montaoub  Smith  : — 

This  is  an  action  of  libel  brought  by  the  Appellant,  Mr.  Bainy, 
a  Barrister  practising  in  the  Colony  of  Sierra  Leone,  against  the 
Bespondent,  who  was  the  Police  Magistrate  of  Freetown,  in  that 
Colony,  The  case  was  tried  before  the  Chief  Justice  vnthont  a 
jury,  who,  after  taking  time  to  consider,  gave  judgment  for  the 
Defendant  on  the  ground,  that  the  libel  was  not  proved  by  the 
evidence.  A  rule  for  a  new  trial  afterwards  obtained  by  the 
Appellant  was  discharged,  which  has  led  to  the  present  appeal 

The  Appellant  contends  that  the  judgment  is  wrong  on  two 
ground&  He  contends,  first,  that  the  libel  was  proved;  and 
secondly,  that  if  it  was  not  proved  and  there  was  a  variance,  the 
Judge  ought  to  have  amended  the  declaration ;  and  he  incidentally 
complains  of  the  adjournment  as  having  interfered  with  an  appli- 
cation for  an  amendment. 

The  alleged  libel  is  contained  in  a  Letter  written  by  the  Be- 
spondent to  the  Clerk  of  his  Court,  which  it  is  said  was  read  by 
the  Clerk  to  several  persons.  It  is  alleged  in  the  declaration  to 
be  in  the  following  terms: — "Tell  CHIjpin"  (meam'ng  the  Police 
Clerk)  "  that  I  have  prohibited  Mr.  Bainy  from  practising  in  my 
Courts  and  there  was  no  necessity  for  him,  Gilpin,  to  employ  a 
Lawyer ;  but  if  he  required  a  Lawyer,  to  employ  Mr.  Waleott  ** 
(meaning  another  Advocate  and  Attorney- at- Law  of  the  said 

(1)  15  Moore's  P.  C.  Oases,  516.  (2)  9  In  C.  L.  Rep.  (N.  S.)  267. 
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Supreme  Cburt),  '*  who  was  a  clever  Lawyer,  and  what  is  more,  he       J.  a 
is  an  honest  man."    The  latter  words  are  thus  innuendoed,  mean-       is72 
ing  thereby  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  a  clever  Lawyer  or  an      ^i^ 
honest  man.    The  Letter  was  destroyed  by  the  Defendant  himself     ^^^^ 
shortly  after  it  was  written.   Four  Witnesses  were  called  to  prove  the       — j 
contents  of  the  Letter  which  had  been  destroyed.    The  evidence 
of  the  Clerk,  Metzger^  to  whom  it  was  addressed,  and  of  two  othersi 
was  disregarded  by  the  Judge,  on  the  ground  that  they  gave 
evidence  of  the  substance  only  of  the  Letter,  and  not  of  the  very 
words. 

It  is  unquestionably  true  that  the  words  charged  to  be  a  libel 
must  be  set  out  in  the  declaration.  If  the  defamatory  writing  does 
does  not  exist,  and  secondary  evidence  is  offered  of  its  contents, 
the  words  must  be  proved,  and  not  what  the  Witness  conceives  to 
be  the  substance  or  the  effect  of  them ;  for  otherwise  Witnesses, 
and  not  the  Court  or  a  jury,  would  |be  made  the  judges  of  what 
was  a  libel. 

The  Chief  Justice  seems  to  have  had  a  right  apprehension  of 
the  law,  but  their  Lordships  are  by  no  means  satisfied  that  he  has 
not  misapplied  it.  In  this  case  such  secondary  evidence  was  ad- 
missible as  could  be  obtained  from  the  recollection  of  the  Wit- 
nesses who  heard  the  Letter  read.  They  were  bound  to  give  the 
words,  as  far  as  they  could  recollect  them,  and  then  the  inquiry 
would  be,  whether  their  recollection  and  accuracy  could  be  trusted, 
and,  whether  the  words  they  recollected  could  be  relied  upon  as 
giving  the  material  words  of  the  libel.  Although  in  the  notes  of 
the  Chief  Justice,  when  taken  literally,  it  would  appear  that  the 
substance  and  effect  of  the  Letter  only  was  given  by  the  Witnesses, 
yet  it  seems  to  their  Lordships  that  in  fact  the  Witnesses  must 
have  been  giving,  or  intended  to  give,  the  material  words  of  the 
Letter  as  they  recollected. 

The  evidence  of  the  principal  Witness,  Joseph  Metzget^  as  re- 
ported by  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  thus  appears  upon  his  notes  : 
'*The  substance  of  the  Letter  which  I  read  out  I  recollect,  it  was 
to  this  effect;"  undoubtedly  these  words,  if  taken  alone,  would 
import  that  the  Witness  was  giving  merely  the  effect  of  the 
Letter;  but  their  Lordships  cannot  think,  that  that  is  what  the 
Witness  was  really  doing;  they  consider  that  what  he  was  really 
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J«Q,       attempting  to  do  was  to  give  the  words  as  far  as  lie  recollected 

1872       theniy  and  this  yiew  of  the  eyidence  is  borne  oat  by  the  mode  in 

j^^x^      which  the  note  of  the  learned  Chief  Justice  is  subsequently  taken. 

BBAva      ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^ '  **^  ^^  ^  ^^  QHpm  his  case  was  not  a 

case  for  a  Lawyer,  and  that  he  (the  Major)  was  detained  at 

Goyemment  House  and  could  not  come  down  that  day."  Then 
the  note  goes  on,  '^  The  Letter  said ;"  which  seems  to  imply  that 
the  Witness  was  then  giying  his  recollection  of  the  words  of  the 
Letter.  The  Chief  Justice's  note  is  in  these  terms:  ''  The  Letter 
said  he  had  heard  QHpin  had  employed  Mr.  Bainy  (the  Plaintiff) 
but  Mr.  Bainy  was  not  allowed  to  practise  in  his  Court  until  he 
had  apologized  for  his  conduct  towards  him  (the  Defendant)  whilst 
he  was  sitting  on  the  Bench  of  the  Police  Court  some  time  before.'' 
Then,  in  another  part  of  the  eyidence  it  is  stated,  "  I  read  the 
Letter  out  because  there  was  a  direction  in  the  Letter  for  me  to 
tell  QHpin  and  the  people  that  on  account  of  Mr.  jRatny's-oondact 
towards  the  Magistrate  (the  Defendant)  he  had  prohibited  him  from 
practising  in  his  Court  until  he  had  apologised  for  his  conduct 
towards  him."  Therefore,  the  Witness  states  what  was  the  direc- 
tion in  the  Letter,  and  apparently  in  the  words  in  which  that 
direction  was  giyen,  according  to  the  best  of  his  recollection.  And 
again  he  says,  in  reply  to  a  question  of  the  Chief  Justice,  **  There 
was  a  direction  in  the  Letter  to  tell  Oilpm  and  the  people  abont 
the  Plaintiff's  conduct  towards  the  Defendant,  and  the  Defendant 
haying  prohibited  him  practising  in  his  Court  until  he  had 
apologized  for  his  conduct." 

It  is  not  necessary  to  go  through  the  other  Witnesses,  but  it 
seems  to  their  Lordships  that,  taking  the  whole  of  the  note  to- 
gether, the  Witness,  MetzgeVy  was  not  merely  giying  the  effect,  or 
the  inference  that  he  drew  £rom  the  language  of  the  Letter,  bnt 
that  he  was  endeayouring  to  giye,  as  far  as  he  could,  the  yery 
words  of  the  writing. 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  are  disposed  to  come  to  the  conda- 
sion  that  the  learned  Judge  ought  not  to  haye  wholly  dismissed 
this  eyidence  from  his  mind  in  coming  to  a  decision  upon  the  case. 

But|  assuming  that  this  eyidence  ought  to  haye  been  regarded, 
their  Lordships  think  there  was  still  a  fatal  yarianoe  between  the 
proof  and  the  declaration,  on  the  ground  that  words  greatly  modi- 
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fying  those  alleged  in  the  declaration  are  not  set  ont    The  libel,       j.  a 
as  it  stands,  sabetantially  imputes  that  the  Appellant  was  pro-       1872 
hibited  generally  from  practising  in  Court,  and,  as  pointed  by  the      ^j^jsy 
innuendo^  that  he  was  not  an  honest  man.    Their  Lordships  by      ^  ^* 

no  means  desire  to  giye  an  opinion  upon  the  question,  whether       

that  innuendo  is  supported  by  the  writing.  The  actual  words,  as 
proyed,  are,  that  the  Appellant  was  prohibited  only  until  he  had 
made  an  apology  for  an  insult  offered  to  the  Bespondent.  Both  the 
passages  may  be  defamatory,  but  they  are  libels  of  a  very  different 
character.  When  a  passage  contains  in  itself  a  complete  charge, 
and  is  not  modified  by  other  passages  in  the  same  Letter,  it  is  not 
necessary  to  set  out  the  whole.  But  it  is  not  so  in  this  case.  The 
omitted  words  dearly  change  the  complexion  of  the  imputation, 
and  affect  the  inference  sought  to  be  drawn  from  the  reference  to 
the  other  Attorney,  who  is  described  as  an  honest  man.  Even, 
therefore,  if  the  evidence  which  the  learned  Judge  shut  ont  from 
his  consideration  had  been  regarded,  their  L<»dships  are,of  opinion, 
that  the  declaration  was  not  supported  by  reason  of  the  words  of 
the  libel  not  being  correctly  set  out  in  the  declaration. 

The  Appellant,  who  has  argued  his  own  case,  relied  upon  an 
affidavit  which  he  made,  and  in  which  he  had  set  out  the  Letter 
as  it  appears  in  the  declaration,  as  eyidence  of  the  words  which 
were  really  contained  in  the  destroyed  writing.  And  he  relies  on 
that  affidavit  being  evidence,  because,  when  the  Defendant  an- 
swered it,  he  referred  to  the  Letter  and  did  not  object  to  the  terms 
in  which  it  was  set  out  in  the  Appellant's  affidavit.  Their  Lord- 
ships, howeyer,  think  the  learned  Chief  Justice  was  right  in  hold- 
ing that  the  words  set  out  in  the  Plaintiff's  affidavit  were  not  so 
admitted  by  the  affidavit  of  the  Defendant  as  to  render  them 
evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  destroyed  writing.  The  affidadt 
was  made  in  support  of  an  application  for  the  production  of  the 
original  document  It  states  that  a  Letter  had  been  written,  and 
that  it  was  to  the  effect  given  in  the  affidavit,  or  to  the  like  effect. 
The  object  being  not  to  verify  the  words  of  the  Letter,  but  to 
obtain  its  production,  the  answer  given  by  the  Defendant  in  his 
affidavit  was  not  directed  to  the  contents  of  the  Letter,  but  simply 
staled  in  reply  to  the  application  for  its  production,  that  the  Letter 
i^fened  to  was  destroyed.    Their  Lordships,  therefore,  think  that 
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J.C.       the  affidaTit,  although  admissible  to  shew  that  some  Letter  had 

1872       been  written,  and,  it  maybe,  as  some  corroboratiye  evidence  of 

iUxKT       the  contents,  is  by  no  means  of  that  condnsive  character  that  the 

BbaVo.      le«^™€d  Judge  ought  to  have  adopted  the  words  in  the  Plaintiffs 

—       afSdavit  as  the  true  and  complete  words  of  the  libel. 

Such  being  the  opinion  of  their  Lordships,  it  is  plain  that  in 
their  view  the  judgment  upon  the  pleadings  and  evidence  as  they 
stand  is  correct. 

They  are  now  brought  to  consider  the  question,  which  was  a 
great  deal  discussed  at  this  Bar,  of  the  amendment  of  the  decla- 
ration, that  is,  whether  the  learned  Chief  Justice  ought  not  to 
have  allowed  the  Plaintiff  to  amend  it  so  as  to  make  it  correspond 
with  the  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the  Letter  which  was  given 
by  the  Witnesses  at  the  trial. 

Their  Lordships  certainly  think  that,  the  Bespondent  having 
himself  destroyed  the  Letter,  an  amendment  ought  to  have  been 
allowed,  provided  that  the  application  for  it  had  been  made  at 
the  right  time,  and  that,  if  made,  proper  conditions  had  been 
imposed.  The  Appellant  according  to  the  proper  rule  of  practice 
ought»  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  to  have  applied  for  the  amend- 
ment at  the  end  of  his  case.  At  the  end  of  his  case  it  must  have 
been  apparent  that  there  was  a  variance  between  the  evidence  of 
the  Witnesses  and  the  statement  of  the  libel  in  the  dedacation, 
and  then,  before  the  Judge  had  pronounced  his  decision  or  had 
begun  to  consider  his  decision,  was  the  proper  time  for  the  Appel- 
lant to  have  applied  to  him  for  an  amendment  of  the  declaration. 
That,  however,  the  Appellant  did  not  do,  but  took  his  chance  of  a 
decision  on  the  materials  which  were  then  before  the  Jndge. 
However,  when  the  Judge,  after  having  taken  time  to  consider, 
was  delivering  his  judgment  and  giving  his  reasons  for  it,  the 
Appellant^  then  perceiving  that  the  judgment  was  to  be  against 
him,  applied,  for  the  first  time,  to  the  learned  Judge  to  make  the 
amendment.  Their  Lordships  do  not  say  that  it  was  too  late  for 
the  learned  Judge  to  have  exercised  the  power  of  amendment^  if 
he  had  thought  fit  to  do  so ;  but  it  was  a  matter  entirely  within  the 
discretion  of  the  Judge  at  the  trial,  whether  at  so  late  a  period  he 
would  make  the  amendment  or  not,  and  the  Chief  Justice  on  this 
occasion  declined  to  make  it,  but  offered  the  Appellant  the  choice 
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of  a  nonsnit.    Their  LordahipB  think  that  the  Appellant  was  ill-       J.  C. 
adyiaed  in  not  aooepting  that  nonsuit  1972 

The  question  teallj  comes  to  this,  whether  this  Tribunal  should      -Eum 
now  interfere  with  the  discretion  so  exercised  by  the  learned  Judge      f^^yo 
in  refusing  to  make  the  amendment    Their  Lordships  would  be       — 
at  all  times  most  reluctant  to  interfere  with  the  discretion  of  the 
learned  Judge,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  when  he  has  exercised  it 
upon  a  full  apprehension  of  all  the  circumstances  before  him ;  but 
there  is  a  circumstance  in  this  case  which  induce  them  to  think 
that  they  may  properly  use  on  this  occasion  the  power,  which  they 
undoubtedly  possess,  of  directing  the  allowance  of  an  amend^ient 
to  be  made,  eyen  at  the  last  moment    Thdr  Lordships  are  dis- 
posed to  give  the  Appellant  an  opportunity  of  amending,  on  terms 
to  be  presently  stated,  on  the  ground  that  they  think  the  learned 
Judge  was  in  error  in  shutting  out  altogether  the  evidence  of 
three  Witnesses  who  prove  the  contents  of  the  destroyed  Letter, 
and  in  relying  only  upon  the  Witness  OUpin.    They  think  that 
his  having  shut  out  the  evidence  of  those  three  Witnesses  from 
his  consideration  may  have  influenced  his  own  mind  in  the  exercise 
of  the  discretion  which  he  possessed  with  regard  to  the  amend- 
ment; and,  probably,  if  the  learned  Chief  Justice  had  taken  the 
same  view  of  that  evidence  which  they  have  done,  he  might  him- 
self have  exercised  his  power  in  a  different  way. 

Their  Lordships,  on  the  whole,  are  disposed  to  give  the  Appel- 
lant the  opportunity  of  again  trying  the  case.  It  is  one  in  which 
he  complains  of  a  serious  injury,  and  they  think,  under  all  the 
circumstances,  he  may  have  the  opportunity  of  trying  it,  if  he 
thinks  fit  to  do  so,  on  the  only  terms  on  which  it  can  be  granted. 
Those  terms  are,  broadly,  the  payment  of  all  the  costs  which  have 
been  incurred. 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  will  advise  Her  Majesty  to  direct 
that  the  Order  of  the  Supreme  Court  be  varied,  and  that  an  Order 
be  made  for  a  new  trial,  with  leave  to  the  Appellant  to  amend 
his  declaration  as  he  shall  think  fit,  on  the  terms  of  the  Defendant 
bebg  allowed  to  plead  de  novo,  and  of  the  Appellant  paying  the 
costs  of  the  trial  and  all  subsequent  costs  already  incurred  in  the 
Court  below. 
,  With  regard  to  the  costs  of  the  appeal  their  Lordships  think. 


BlULTO. 
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J.  a       that  they  aLso  must  be  borne  by  the  Appellant    What  they  pio- 

1872       pose  to  advise  is  an  indulgence  to  him,  for  he  did  not  apply  to 

l^]^      amend  the  pleadings  at  the  proper  time^  and  he  refused  a  nonsuit 

when  he  might  have  had  it    The  subsequent  costs  their  Lordships 

think  are  mainly  attributable  to  what  they  must  deem  to  be  errors 

on  the  part  of  the  Appellant  in  these  respects. 

Their  Lordships,  as  I  have  said,  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
to  the  above  effect  but  they  desire  to  intimate  to  the  parties  that 
the  case  appears  to  be  one  in  which  they  might  do  well  to  agree 
to  a  atel  proeenua.  They  cannot  judicially  advise  that  course,  but 
they,  throw  it  out  for  the  consideration  of  the  parties.  The  effect 
of  a  Btet  prooesaus  would  be  that  each  party  would  pay  his  own 
costs,  including  the  costs  of  the  appeal ;  and  having  made  this 
suggestion  their  Lordships  will  delay  their  report  to  Her  Majesty 
to  give  the  parties  an  opportunity  of  considering  it  (1). 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Lambert  &  Burgin. 
Solicitor  for  the  Bespondent :  8.  Spofforth. 

(1)  The  Bespondent  refused  to  agree  to  a  stet  procesnu^  and  taxed  the  costs. 
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EENBT  HEBBEBT Appellant;.  J.C.' 

AHD  1872 

THE  BEV.  JOHN  PURCHAS Ebspondknt.         /^25. 

IN  THE  MATTER  OF  AN  APPEAL  FROM  THE  ARCHES  COURT   ' 
OP  CANTERBURY. 

EecUsicutiixU  Law — Church — Clergyman — Monition^  disobedience  of— 
Contempt — Suspension. 

Order  of  Suspension  ah  officio  et  h  heneficio  decreed  against  a  Clerk  in  Orders, 
the  perpetual  Curate  of  a  Chapel  of  Ease  to  a  Parish  Church,  for  persistent 
contempt  in  disobeying  a  Monition,  issued  to  enforce  obetlienoe  to  an  Order 
in  Council  made  in  an  Eoclesiastioal  cause,  declaring  illegal  and  prohibiting 
the  practice  of  certain  rites  and  ceremonies,  and  the  use  of  certain  vestmentsi 
in  the  services  of  the  Church. 

IHIS  was  an  application  to  enforce  obedience  by  the  Bespondent 
to  two  fieyeral  Monitions  issued  under  the  seal  of  Her  Majesty 
in  Ecclesiastical  and  Maritime  causes,  pursuant  to  an  Order  in 
Council  of  the  16th  of  May,  1871,  whereby  the  Bespondent  was 
admonished  from  the  use  of,  or  sanctioning  the  use  of,  the  rites, 
ceremonies,  acts,  observances,  matters,  or  things,' in  which  he  had 
been  pronounced  to  have  offended,  which  were  in  the  Order 
in  Council  enumerated  and  set  forth ;  and  was  further  condemned 
in  costs,  for  which  also  a  Monition  had  been  issued  and  served,  and 
also  had  not  been  obeyed. 

The  Order  in  Oouncil  was  made  on  the  23rd  of  February,  1871, 
in  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  by  the  Dean  of  the  Arches  (The 
Right  Hon.  Sir  EobeH  PhiUimore),  on  the  3rd  of  February,  1870, 
in  a  cause  promoted  in  that  Court  by  Letters  of  Bequest  from 
the  Bishop  of  Chichester,  in  which  Articles  were  exhibited  and 
admitted  charging  the  Bespondent  with  having  offended  against 
the  Laws  Ecclesiastical  by  using  and  sanctioning  the  use  of  certain 
rites,  ceremonies,  acts,  observances,  matters,  and  things  in  the 
course  of,  and  in  connection  with,  the  performance  of  Divine 
Service  in  his  Church,  having  special  reference  to  the  Vestments 

*  Present : — The  Lobd  Chakcellob  (Lobd  Hathsblet),  Lord  Chelmsfobd, 
The  Bishop  of  London  (Db.  Jackson),  Sib  Jakes  William  Colvile«  and  Sib 

MOKTAOUE  EdWABD  SmtTB. 
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J.  C.  of  the  Minister  and  the  position  of  the  Celebrant  when  consecratiiig 

1S72  the  Sacred  Elements,  as  well  as  the  Elements  themselves. 

HmoBT        ^6  Monition  to  abstain  (1)  was  in  the  terms  of  the  Order  in 

^jjI^^  Council,  and  was  in  the  following  form : — 

""^  "  Vidoriaf  by  the  grace  of  God  of  the  United  Kingdom  of 

Oreai  Britain  and  Irdand  Queen,  Defender  of  the  Faith,  To  the 
Bey.  John  PurehoB,  Clerk,  the  Perpetual  Curate  or  Minister  of 
the  Church  or  Chapel  of  St  James,  at  Brighton,  in  our  County  of 
Sussex,  greeting : — ^Whereas  in  the  aboTO-named  appeal,  now  or 
lately  depending  before  the  Judicial  Committee  of  our  PriTV 
Council,  the  said  Judicial  Committee  did,  on  the  23rd  day  of 
February,  1871,  agree  to  report,  and  did  report  to  us,  their  opinion, 
amongst  other  things,  that  you,  the  said  John  Purch4is,  ought  to 
be  pronounced  to  have  offended  in  your  said  Church  or  Chapel, 
during  or  in  connection  with  the  performance  of  Divine  Service, 
against  the  Statute  Law,  and  the  Constitutions  and  Canons 
Ecclesiastical  of  the  realm,  in  respect  of  certain  matters  which 
are  hereinafter  mentioned;  and  that  a  Monition  ought  to  be 
issued  under  our  seal  in  Ecclesiastical  and  Maritime  Causes, 
admonishing  you  to  abstain  from  the  use  of,  or  sanctioning 
the  use  of,  the  Vites,  ceremonies,  acts,  observances,  matters,  or 
things,  as  well  those  in  which  you  were  pronounced  by  the 
Decree  of  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  Court  of  (Janterbwry  of  the 
3rd  of  February,  1870,  to  have  offended,  as  those  in  which  the  said 
Judicial  Committee  have  reported  that  you  had  also  offended,  that 
is  to  say,  to  abstain  from  the  use  of,  or  sanctioning  the  use  o^  the 
following  rites,  ceremonies,  acts,  observances,  matters,  and  things, 

(1 )  The  Order  in  CouDcil  of  the  16th  cifies  the  several  Articles  exhibited,  and 

of  May,  1871,  so  far  as  it  amended  the  admitted  both  by  the  Arches  Goart 

Decree  or  Sentence  of  the  Court  below  of  and  on  appeal  by  the  Judicial  Gom- 

the  3rd  of  February,  1870,  declining  mittee,  is  not  aet  out  in  either  report : 

to  admit  certain  Articles  therein  enn-  it  is,  however,  in  substance  recited  and 

merated,and  directing  the  Respondent  to  followed  in  the   Monition    set  forth 

pay  the  costs  in  both  Courts,  is  set  out  above.  The  Articles  themselves,  which 

in  the  report  on  the  application  for  re-  are  referred  to  in  the  Order,  are  sere- 

hearing  of  the  appeal.  Law  Bep.  8  P.  C.  rally  set  out  in  the  judgment  of  the 

071.     The  judgment  on  which  it  is  Dean  of  the  Arches,  and  will  be  found 

founded,  as  well  as  the  case  on  appeal,  reported  in  Law  Bep.  3  A.  &  E.  66-75, 

being  reported  Ibid.  p.  605.    But  the  et  se^. 
entire  Order,  which  includes  and  spe- 
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in  which  joa  were  pronounced  by  the  said  decree  of  the  Arches  J.  0. 

Coart  of  Canterbury  to  have  offended,  to  wit,  in  having  used  and  1872 
worn,  and  authorized  to  be  worn,  a  certain  Vestment,  called  a  Oope, 


at  other  services  than  that  of  the  Communion  Service ;  and  in    p^^qotab. 

having  used  and  worn,  and  authorized  to  be  worn,  Vestments,        

described  as  Albs,  with  Patches,  called  Apparels,  Tippets  of  a 
circular  form.  Stoles^  Dalmalies,  and  ManipUs;  and  in  having 
formed,  or  caused  to  be  formed,  certain  processions;  and  in 
having  caused  yourself  to  be  censed  when  at  the  Communion 
Table,  previous  to  the  commencement  of  the  Communion  Service, 
during  the  reading  of  which  the  lighted  Candles  were  extinguished, 
and  which  were  again  lighted  during  the  reading  of  the  Grospel ; 
and  in  having  sprinkled,  or  caused  to  be  sprinkled,  with  water,  and 
blessed,  or  caused  to  be  blessed.  Palm  branches,  and  distributed 
the  same  to  those  present ;  and  caused  to  be  formed  a  procession 
round  the  interior  of  the  Church ;  and  in  having  caused  persons 
called  Acolytes,  and  a  Crucifer,  bearing  a  Crucifix,  to  stand  or 
kneel  around  you ;  and  in  having  taken  from  the  Holy  Table  a 
vessel  filled  with  black  powder,  and  blessed  the  same,  and  rubbed 
a  portion  thereof  on  the  foreheads  of  certain  persons :  and  in 
having  censed,  or  caused  to  be  censed  and  sprinkled,  or  caused  to 
be  sprinkled  with  Water,  previously  blessed,  a  number  of  Candles, 
and  lighted  and  distributed  the  said  Candles  to  members  of  the 
Congregation ;  and  in  having  caused  a  smaU  Bell  to  be  rung  divers 
times  during  the  service  of  the  Holy  Communion ;  and  in  having 
caused  to  be  said  or  sung  before  the  reception  of  the  Elements  in 
the  said  service  a  Hymn,  or  Prayer,  commonly  known  as  the-  . 
"Agnus/*  which  said  Hymn  or  Prayer  is  appointed  to  be  said  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  said  service ;  and  in  having  given  notice  in. 
Church  that  there  would  be  a  Mortuary  celebration,  and  in  having, 
subsequently  repeated,  in  the  Communion  Service,  the  words,  *  O 
God,  whose  property  is  ever  to  have  mercy  and  to  forgive,  be- 
favourable  unto  the  soul  of  this  Thy  servant,'  thereby  meaning 
the  soul  of  the  deceased  person ;  and  in  having  made,  received,  or 
admitted  a  new  Acolyte,  at  the  usual  hour  for,  and  immediately 
before  Evening  Service,  in  the  presence  of  the  congregation 
assembled  to  hear  Divine  Service,  by  causing  him  to  kneel  before 
the  Holy  Table^  and  reading  some  words  out  of  a  Book,  and  making 
You  IV.  3  2B 
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J.  0.        the  sign  of  the  Cross  over  him,  and  saccessively  putting  into  his 

1872        hands  a  Candlestick  and  decanters ;  and  in  having  censed,  or  per- 

;Hkbbebt    nkitted  to  be  censed,  a  Cniciflx,  placed  on  the  Holy  Table  during 

^^j^^oAB.    ^^^^^  Service ;  and  in  having  used  lighted  Candles  on  the  said 

Table  during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  when  not 

wanted  for  the  purpose  of  giving  light ;  and  in  having  used,  or 
permitted  to  be  used.  Incense,  for  censing  persons  and  things ;  and 
in  having  mixed  in  and  during  the  Communion  Service,  and  as 
part  of  the  ceremonial  thereof.  Water  with  the  sacramental  Wine, 
and  permitted  and  sanctioned  such  mixing ;  and  in  having  elevated 
the  PcUm  and  Cup  above  your  head,  and  prostrated  yourself,  or 
knelt,  during  the  Prayer  of  Consecration ;  and  in  having  elevated 
the  alms  contributed  at  the  Offertory,  and  after  placing  the  same 
for  a  moment  on  the  Holy  Table,  forthwith  removed  the  same,  and 
lianded  them  to  an  Attendant,  who  placed  them  on  the  Credence 
Table ;  and  in  having  used  Ughted  Candles  when  not  wanted  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  light,  and  caused  the  sanra  to  be  borne  about, 
moved,  set  down,  and  lifted  up  at  certain  times :  and  in  having 
placed,  or  caused  to  be  placed,  on  the  Holy  Table,  a  large  metal 
Orucifix,  and  covered  and  uncovered'  the  same,  and  bowed  and  done 
ireverence  thereto ;  and  in  having  placed,  or  caused  to  be  placed, 
in  the  said  Church,  a  modelled  figure  of  the  Infant  Saviour,  with 
two  Lilies  on  either  side,  and  a  figure  or  stuffed  skin  of  a  Dove ;  and 
in  having,  on  G-ood  Friday,  caused  or  permitted  the  Holy  Table, 
during  Divine  Service,  to  be  and  remain  without  any  covering ; 
and  in  having  made  the  sign  of  the  Cross  on  divers  occasions ;  and 
in  having  caused  or  sanctioned  a  Clergyman  to  kiss  the  Book  froni 
which  he  read  the  Gospel ;  and  in  having  stood  with  your  back  to 
the  people  in  the  middle  of  the  Holy  Table,  whilst  reading  the 
Prayer  for  the  Church  Militant ;  and  in  having,  while  reading  the 
word  "  Oblations,"  taken  up  the  Chalice  and  elevated  it  above  yoar 
head ;  and  in  having  read  the  Collects  in  the  Communion  Service, 
and  directed  or  sanctioned  the  reading  by  other  Clergymen  of  the 
Collects  and  Epistle  in  the  Communion  Service  standing  in  the 
fix>nt  of  the  middle  of  the  Holy  Table,  with  the  back  to  the  people; 
and  in  having  publicly  given  notice  that  there  would  be  a  High 
celebration  of  the  Holy  Eucharist,  and  that  on  certain  days,  being 
the  Feasts  of  8t  Leonard,  8t  Martin,  and  St  Britius,  there  would 
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be  a  celebration.    And,  farther,  to  abstain  from  the  use  of,  or       J.  a 
saDcti<»iing  the  use  of,  the  following  rites,  ceremonies,  acts,  obser-       1872 
vances,  matters,  and  things,  in  which  the  said  Judicial  Committee     Bm^vr 
did  also  report  to  Us  that  you  had  offended,  to  wit,  in  having     p^j^^g^ 
yonnelf  used  and  worn  a  Vestment,  called  a  OhaatMej  while  offid-        *— * 
ating  in  the  Communion  Service  and  in  the  administration  of  the 
Holy  Communion ;  and  in  having  sanctioned  and  authorized,  whilst 
present  and  responsible  for  the  due  performance  of  Divine  Service, 
the  wearing  of  a  Chamible  by  other  Clergymen,  whilst  ofiBciating  in 
tiie  Communion  Service  and  in  the  administration  of  the  Holy 
Communion ;  and  in  having  yourself  worn,  when  officiating  in  the 
Communion  Service,  a  Vestment  called  an  Alb^  and  in  having 
caused  or  suffered  other  Clergy,  officiating  or  assisting  at  the  Com- 
munion Service  in  your  presence,  to  wear  certain  Vestments,  called 
TwiieSj  Tu»itle8j  and  Albs;  and  in  having  administered  Wine 
mixed  with  Water,  instead  of  Wine,  to  the  Communicants  at  the 
Lord's  Supper ;  and  in  having  used  in  the  administration  of  the 
Holy  Communion  wafer-bread,  instead  of  Bread  such  as  is  usual  to 
be  eaten;  and  in  having  stood  with  your  back  to  the  people, 
between  the  people  and  the  Holy  Table,  whilst  reading  the  Prayer 
of  Consecration  in  the  Holy  Communion ;  as  by  the  Order  next 
hereinafter  mentioned,  reciting  and  approving  of  the  said  Beport, 
is  in  that  behalf  expressed. 

''And  whereas  on  the  16th  day  of  Hay,  1871,  We  were  pleased, 
by  and  with  the  advice  of  Our  Privy  Council,  to  approve  of  the 
said  Beport,  and  of  what  was  therein  recommended,  and  to.  order 
that  the  same  be  duly  and  punctually  observed,  complied  with, 
and  carried  into  execution  (justice  so  requiring).  We  do,  there- 
fore, command  you,  the  said  John  Purehae,  to  abstain  for  the 
Aitore  from  the  use  of,  or  sanctioning  the  use  of,  the  said  rites» 
ceremonies,  acts,  observances^  matters,  or  things,  or  any  of  them ; 
^  hereof  fail  not 

''Given  at  London,  under  the  Seal  which  We  use  in  tins  behalf, 
the  22nd  day  of  June,  in  the  Tear  of  our  Lord,  1871." 

The  Order  in  Council  of  the  23rd  of  February,  1871,  having 
condemned  the  Bespondent  in  all  the  costs  incurred  in  the  cause, 
as  well  in  the  Court  below  as  on  appeal,  and  the  same  having 

8  2  B  2 
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J.  a       been  taxed  at  the  earn  of  £2,096. 148.  lOd.,  a  HonitioD,  dated  the 
1872       20th  of  September,  1871,  for  the  payment  of  that  sum  was  duly 
ni^^^    ifisned  and  served  on  the  Bespondent 
p^j^^g         Notwithstanding  the  Order  in  Council  and  the  Monitions  issued 

thereon  the  Bespondent  persisted  in  the  practices  and  ceremonies 

condemned,  and  against  which  he  had  been  monished  and  enjoined, 

and  conducted  the  services  in  his  Church  as  before,  whereupon  an 

application  was  made  to  the  Judicial  Committee,  and  the  following 

Order  obtained,  suspending  the  Bespondent  for  the  space  of  one 

year  from  the  discharge  and  execution  of  *all  the  functions  of  his 

Clerical  office ;  and  directing  a  Sequestration  for  the  amount  due 

£rom  him  for  costs,  and  for  which  he  had  already  been  monished. 

J.  C*  This  Order  of  Suspension,  which  was  made  on  the  7th  of  Fe- 

1872        bruary,  1872,  on  a  motion  to  enforce  the  Monitions,  specified  the 

Feb,  7.       acts  done  by  the  Bespondent  in  contempt  and  contravention  of  the 

former  Order  and  Monition,  and  was  in  these  terms : — 

^  The  Lords  of  the  Committee  having  read  the  affidavit  of 
Ebenezer  Weds,  and  also  the  affidavits  of  Oeorge  Thomas  OJenan, 
and  Henry  Miller^  heretofore  filed  in  this  appeal,  and  having 
heard  Counsel  on  behalf  of  Henry  Hehberi,  the  substituted  Promoter 
of  the  office  of  the  Judge  in  the  said  appeal,  pronounced  that  the 
Bespondent,  ^e  Bev.  John  Purehaa,  had  disobeyed  the  Monition 
dated  the  22nd  day  of  June,  1871,  and  which  had  been  duly 
served  upon  him,  whereby  he  was  commanded  to  abstain  for  the 
future  from  the  use  of,  or  sanctioning  the  use  of,  the  rites,  cere- 
monies, acts,  observances,  matters,  or  things,  or  any  of  them, 
which  are  set  forth  in  the  said  Monition,  and  more  especially,  that 
he  had  disobeyed  the  said  Monition  in  regard  to  the  following 
matters,  that  is  to  say :  in  having  in  the  said  Church  or  Chapel  of 
Saint  James,  at  Brighton,  since  the  said  Monition  was  served  upon 
him,  used  and  worn,  and  authorized  to  be  worn,  a  certain  Vestment 
called  a  Cope,  at  other  services  than  that  of  the  Communion 
Service,  and  in  having  used  and  worn  a  Tippet,  of  a  circular  form; 
and  a  Vestment  described  as  a  Maniple,  and  in  having  used  and 

•  Present : — The  Lobd  Chancellor  (Lobd  Hatherlkt),  The  Archbishop 
OF  York  (Dr.  Thomson),  The  Bishop  of  London  (Dr.  Jackson),  Sib  Jamks 
William  CSolvile,  The  Lord  Justice  Mellish,  Sir  Montague  £dward  SmTii, 
and  Sir  Robert  Fobrett  Collier. 
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worn,  and  authorized  to  be  worn,  Yestments,  described  as  JJbs,  with  J.  0. 
Paiehes,  called  Apparels,  and  in  having  cansed  himself  to  be  i872 
censed  when  at  the  Commanion  Table,  and  in  having  cansed  a  s^^qt 
small  Bell  to  be  rung  divers  times  during  the  service  of  the  Holy  j.^ 
Gonunnnion,  and  in  having  caused  to  be  said  or  sung  before  the  — - 
reception  of  the  Elements  in  the  said  service,  a  Hymn  or  prayer, 
commonly  known  as  *  The  Agnus^  which  said  Hymn  or  prayer  is 
appointed  to  be  said  at  the  conclusion  of  the  said  service,  and 
in  having  censed,  or  permitted  to  be  censed,  a  Crucifix  placed 
on  the  Holy  Table  during  Divine  Service,  and  having  used, 
or  permitted  to  bemused,  incense,  for  censing  persons  and  things, 
and  in  having  mixed  in  and  during  the  Communion  Service, 
and  as  part  of  the  ceremonial  thereof.  Water,  with  the  Sacra- 
mental Wine ;  and  permitted  and  sanctioned  such  mixing ;  and 
in  having  elevated  the  Paten  and  Cup  above  his  head,  and  pros- 
trated himself,  or  knelt,  during  the  Prayer  of  Consecration ;  and 
in  having  used  lighted  Candles  when  not  wanted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  giving  light ;  and  in  having  placed,  or  caused  to  be  placed, 
on  the  Holy  Table,  a  Crucifix,  and  in  having  made  the  sign  of  the 
Gross  upon  divers  occasions ;  and  in  having  caused  or  sanctioned  a 
Clergyman  to  kiss  the  Book  from  which  he  read  the  Gospel ;  and 
in  having  stood  with  his  back  to  the  people  in  the  middle  of  the 
Holy  Table  whilst  reading  the  prayer  for  the  Church  militant ;  and 
in  having,  while  reading  the  word  *  oblations,'  taken  up  the  chalice^ 
and  elevated  it  above  his  head ;  and  in  having  himself  used  anl 
vom  a  Vestment  called  a  Chaavble,  while  officiating  in  the  Com- 
munion Service;  and  in  the  administration  of  the  Holy  Com- 
munion; and  in  having  administered  Wine  mixed  with  Water, 
instead  of  Wine,  to  the  communicants  at  the  Lord's  Supper ;  and  iu 
having  used  in  the  Administration  of  the  Holy  Communion  Wafer 
Bread  instead  of  Bread  such  as  is  usual  to  be  eaten  ;  and  in  having 
stood  with  his  back  to  the  people,  between  the  people  and  the 
Holy  Table,  whilst  reading  the  prayer  of  Consecration  in  the  Holy 
Communion.  And  their  Lordships  ordered,  that  for  such  his  dis- 
obedience, he,  the  said  Bev.  John  Purchas,  be  suspended  for  the 
space  of  one  year  from  the  time  of  the  publication  of  the  Decree  of 
Suspension,  to  be  issued  in  that  behalf,  from  the  discharge  and 
execution  of  all  the  functions  of  his  clerical  office ;  that  is  to  say. 
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J.  a       from  pleaching  the  Word  of  God  aad  adminisiering  the  Saen- 

1872        mentoy  and  performing  all  the  other  duties  of  snch  his  Clerical 

HiBBXBT    offi<^e  •  Ai^d  their  Lordships  did  direct  that  a  Decree  of  SaspeDflion 

p^^^^^^^    be  issued  suspending  him  accordingly ;  and  that  the  same  be  pab- 

lished  on  Sunday  the  18th  day  of  February  instant^  previously  to 

the  commencement  of  Divine  Service,  by  affixing  the  same  for 
some  time  on  the  principal  door  of  the  said  Church  or  Chapel;  and 
by  affixing  and  leaving  thereon  affixed  a  true  copy  thereof,  and 
also  by  personally  serving  the  said  decree  upon  him  the  said  Ber. 
John  PurehoB. 

*^  Their  Lordships  did  further  pronounce  the  said  Bev.  John 
Purehaa  to  be  contumacious  and  in  contempt,  in  not  having  obeyed 
the  Monition,  dated  the  20th  day  of  September,  1871,  which  had  been 
duly  served  upon  him,  for  payment  of  the  sum  of  £2,096. 14s.  lOd., 
found  due  from  him  for  costs ;  and  for  such  his  manifest  contumacy 
and  contempt  their  Lordships  decreed  process  of  Sequestration 
against  all  the  real  and  personal  estate  and  effects  of  him  the  said 
Bev.  John  Purehas;  but  their  Lordships  directed  that  previously 
to  the  issuing  of  such  process  of  Sequestration  a  further  affidavit 
as  to  the  non-payment  of  the  said  costs  be  filed  by  the  Proctors  for 
the  said  Henry  SMert. 

*^  Their  Lordships  further  directed  that  a  notification  of  such 
the  suspension  of  the  said  Bev.  John  Purehaa  be  duly  given  to 
the  Lord  Bishop  of  Ohieheder" 

In  accordance  with  such  Order,  an  instrument  of  Suspension  was 
issued  on  the  16th  of  February,  1872,  and  was  duly  published  on 
Sunday,  the  18th  of  February,  1872,  by  affixing  the  same  under 
seal  for  some  time  on  the  principal  Door  of  the  Church  or  Chapel  of 
Saint  JameB,  Briffhion^  previously  to  the  commencement  of  Divine 
Service,  on  the  morning  of  that  day,  and  by  leaving  thereoo 
affixed  a  copy  thereof,  and  also  by  shewing  the  instrument  under 
seal  to  the  Bev.  John  Purehaa,  and  by  leaving  with  him  a  copy 
thereof 

Notification  of  the  Suspension  was  given  to  the  Bishop  of  the 
Diocese  as  directed  by  their  Lordships'  Order. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  filed,  that  the  Bev.  John  PurAa$ 
had,  since  the  publication  and  service  on  him  of  the  Sentence  of 
Suspension,  namely,  on  Sunday,  the  25th  of  February,  1872,  and  on 
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Sanday,  the  14th  of  April,  1872,  been  guilty  of  farther  contempts  j.  a 

of  Conrty  by  officiating  as  Minister  in  the  Gharch  or  Chapel  of  1S72 

Saint  JavMSy  Brighton,     And  it  appeared,  from  the  affidavit  of  htoibt 

ChafU$  Ebeneeer  VerraUf  that  the  Bey.  John  Purehaa,  after  con-  ,v. 

PVWOBAB, 

dnding  his  Sermon  at  the  Eyening  Seryice  on  the  said  25th  of  —^ 
Febraary,  1872,  deliyered  an  address  to  the  Congregation,  in 
which  he  stated  that,  notwithstanding  the  Sentence  of  Suspension, 
be  should  continue  to  officiate  in  the  Chapel,  and  to  obserye  the 
practices  prohibited  by  the  Monition.  It  also  appeared  by  the 
Affidavits,  that  the  Bey.  John  Purehas  was,  on  the  said  25th  of 
February,  1872,  and  also  on  the  14th  of  April,  1872,  guilty  of 
farther  contempt  of  Court  by  himself  obserying  or  permitting 
several  of  the  practioes  prohibited  by  the  Monition,  and  for  the 
continued  observance  of  some  of  which  the  Sentence  of  Suspen- 
sion was  pronounced. 

The  Chapel  of  Saint  James,  Brighton,  was^  by  a  private  Aet 
of  Parliament  passed  in  1826,  appropriated  as  a  Chapel  of  Ease 
to  the  Parish  Church  of  Brighton.  By  sect.  2  of  the  Act  it 
was  directed,  that  the  Chapel  should  be  consecrated  (which  was 
afterwards  done),  and  that  Divine  Service  should  for  ever  after- 
wards be  performed  therein,  according  to  the  rites  and  ceremonies 
of  the  Church  of  England,  by  Perpetual  Curates  to  be  nomi- 
nated as  thereinafter  directed,  and  that  the  Chapel  and  the 
Perpetual  Curates  thereof  should  be  subject  to  the  ordinary 
jurisdiction  and  visitation  of  the  Bishop  of  the  Diocese.  At  the 
time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act,  Nathaniel  Kemp,  Esq.,  was  pro- 
prietor in  fee  of  the  Chapel,  and  the  right  of  nominating  to  the 
Perpetual  Curacy  thereof  was,  by  the  Act,  vested  in  him,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  for  forty  years,  and  after  the  expiration  of  that 
term  in  the  Vicar  of  Brighton  and  his  successors.  By  sect.  7  one 
Pew  in  the  Chapel  was  directed  to  be  set  apart  for  the  use  of 
the  Curate,  and  certain  other  Pews  set  apart  and  appropriated  for 
the  benefit  of  the  Curate  for  the  time  being  of  the  Chapel,  in 
order  to  secure  to  him  out  of  the  rents  of  the  same  an  income  of 
£150  per  annum.  By  sect.  9  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  remain- 
ing seats  were  vested  in  Naihanid  Kemp,  his  heirs  and  assigns. 
It  farther  appeared  that  the  Bev.  John  Purehaa  had  obtained  by 
purchase  the  proprietary  rights  of  Nathaniel  Kemp  in  the  Chapel, 


V. 
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J.  c.       and  the  right  of  nominating  and  presenting  a  Perpetoal  Cnrate  to 

1872        the  Chapel  on  the  next  vacancy  belonged  to  the  Vicar  of  Brighton, 

-BjgsBxsn:    ^7  reason  of  the  forty  years  during  which  the  nomination  and 

presentation  was  vested  in  Jfathanid  Kemp  and  his  assigns  having 

expired. 

In  consequence  of  the  Respondent  having  been  guilty  of  the 

aforesaid  contempts  of  Court,  it  became  necessary  to  apply  to  the 

Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  for  a  further  Order  in 

the  matter. 

J.O.*  A  motion  was  made,  after  due  notice  to  the  Respondent,  who 

187?        declined,  as  heretofore,  to  appear  either  in  person  or  by  Counsel, 

JwieTZ.     that  a  sentence  of  deprivation  of  the  Respondent  of  the  Perpetual 

Curacy  of  the  Church  or  Chapel  of  Saint  James^  BrighUmy  and 

of  his  Ecclesiastical  promotion  therein,  might  be  decreed  against 

him  for  his  continued  contumacy  and  contempt,  or  for  such  other 

order  as  to  their  Lordships  should  seem  meet  to  make,  to  enforce 

the  due  observance  of  the  Orders  and  Monitions  of  the  Court. 

Dr.  Tristram  appeared  for  the  Appellant  in  support  of  the 
application,  and  contended  that  the  Judicial  Committee  being  by 
the  Acts,  2  &  3  WiU.  4,  c.  92,  and  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  41,  the  sub- 
stituted Tribunal  for  the  Court  of  Delegates,  had  by  those  Acts, 
and  also  by  the  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  38,  s.  2,  the  same  powers  for  enforc- 
ing their  Orders  and  decrees  as  belonged  to  the  Court  of  Delegates, 
and  could  make  an  Order  of  deprivation. 

Lord  Chelmsfokd  : — 

Their  Lordships  desire  to  receive  further  information  as  to  the 
exercise  of  the  power  on  the  part  of  the  Court  of  Delegates  or 
of  this  Tribunal  to  deprive  a  Clerk  on  a  summary  application 
against  him  for  contempt.  The  application  before  their  Lord* 
ships  is  not  made  in  a  suit  for  the  Ecclesiastical  offence  of  officiating 
during  the  time  of  suspension ;  it  is  a  motion  to  punish  a  con- 
tempt of  Court  in  a  particular  manner  by  Sentence  of  depriva- 


*  Present: — The  Lord  Chancellob  (Lord  Hathkrlbt),  The  Archbishop 
OF  York  (Dr.  Thomson),  Lord  Chelmsford,  The  Bishop  of  London  (Db. 
Jackson),  Sib  Jambs  William  Colyilb,  and  Sib  Montaoue  Edward  Smith. 
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tion  without  a  suit.  Their  Lordships  do  not  doubt  that  they  possess        J.  0. 
means  to  enforce  their  Orders  and  Decrees,  and  these  remarks       1872 
apply  to  that  part  of  the  motion  now  before  them  which  asks  for  a     hu^rt 
Sentence  of  deprivation :  but  they  wish  for  further  information 
regarding  the  exercise  of  such  a  power  by  the  Court  of  Delegates, 
and  desire  that  the  motion  may  stand  over  for  that  purpose. 

In  consequence  of  this  intimation  the  application  stood  over,       1872 
and  now  came  again  on  for  hearing.  July  25. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Stephens,  Q.O.,  Dr.  Tristramy  Mr.  Archibald,  and  Mr. 
B.  Shaw,  for  the  Appellant : — 

It  is  dear  from  the  affidavits  that  have  been  filed  that  Mr. 

Purehas  has  been  and  is  still  acting  in  gross  contempt  of  the 

Orders  and  Monitions  of  this  Court  pronounced  against  his  offi* 

ciating  in  his  Church  or  Chapel  of  St.  James's  at  Brighton,  and  that 

he  continues  the  same  objectionable  practices  and  ceremonies  that 

have  been  declared  absolutely  illegal  by  this  Tribunal,  and  against 

the  nse  of  which  he  has  been  prohibited  and  enjoined  by  the 

Orders  and  Monitions  of  this  Court.    [The  Lord  Chancellor  : — 

There  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  contempt.]     Such  gross  contempt 

and  contumacy  as  this  no  Court  of  Justice  can  allow,  and  your 

Lordships  are  not  only  armed  with  powers  sufficient  to  vindicate 

your  authority  by  the  Act  which  created  this  Court,  the  3  &  4 

Will.  4,  c.  41,  s.  28,  but  have  all  the  powers  under  the  2  &  3 

WilL  4,  C..92,  which  were  possessed  by  the  High  Court  of  Delegates 

to  punish  contempts  as  well  as  to  enforce  your  Orders  and  decrees. 

We  admit  that,  after  a  most  careful  search  we  have  not  been  able 

to  find  a  case  in  which  the  Court  of  Delegates  decreed  a  sentence 

of  deprivation  for  a  contempt  of  its  decrees  or  Sentences,  but  we 

apprehend  that  they  possessed  the  power,  and  in  a  case  so  gross 

as  this  would  not  have  hesitated  to  exercise  it.    Nevertheless 

we  are  willing  for  the  present  to  waive  our  application  for  a 

Sentence  of  deprivation,  and  to  ask  your  Lordships  for  a  further 

Sentence  of  suspension   with   the  accumulative  punishment  of 

making  such  suspension,  db  officio  et  a  henefieio.    There  is  abundant 

authority  in  the  records  of  the  High  Court  of  Delegates,  and 

onder  the  Church  Discipline  Act,  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86,  for  such  a 
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J  Q^  Sentence  of  suspension:  Jones  t.  The  Bishop  of  Bangor  (I); 
1S72  Bouffhton  V.  Dean  of  York  (2) ;  Earrison  v.  The  Archbishop  of 
Dublin  (3) ;  Higgins  v.  The  Arehbishop  of  Dublin  (4) ;  Morris  t. 


HSBBKBT 
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v._  Ogden  (5) ;  Bunter  v.  Cresswell  (6) ;  Ptnder  v.  Barr  (7) ;  and,  we  sub- 
mit^ that  nothing  short  of  such  a  deprivation  will  meet  the  jostice 
of  the  case,  or  sufficiently  vindicate  the  authority  of  this  Court. 

The  Bespondent  did  not  appear. 

The  Lobd  Chancellob  : — 

The  researches  made  by  the  learned  Ciounsel,  as  to  whether  or 
not  there  is  any  precedent  for  the  removal  of  a  Clerk  from  his 
Benefice,  in  a  summary  manner,  by  way  of  punishment  for  contempt, 
have  resulted  in  no  such  precedent  being  found,  as  indeed  their 
Lordships  supposed  would  probably  be  the  case;  and  without 
pausing  to  inquire,  whether  by  any  substantive  proceeding  founded 
on  the  Ecclesiastical  offence  of  disobedience  to  the  Order  in  Council 
that  has  already  been  pronounced,  a  Sentence  of  deprivation  on  a 
motion  might  have  been  maintained,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  we 
cannot  proceed  to  enforce  compliance  with  the  Order  which  has 
been  disobeyed  by  any  summary  process  for  contempt,  through 
the  medium  of  a  motion.  On  the  other  hand,  their  Lordships  are 
quite  satisfied  that  there  exists  in  this  Tribunal,  as  there  did  exist 
in  the  High  Court  of  Delegates — all  the  powers  of  which  have 
been  transferred  to  this  Committee — a  power  of  suspension  not 
only  ah  officio,  but  d  henef4no  also,  as  a  summary  punishment  for 
contumacy;  and  their  Lordships  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion 
that  it  is  right  and  proper  in  a  case  like  the  present,  where  the 
contumacy  is  persistent,  to  direct  and  order  that  the  Bespondent 
be  suspended  ah  officio  et  d  heneficio  from  his  Chapel  of  Saint  James, 
Brighton,  for  the  space  of  one  year  from  the  present  time. 

Proctors  for  the  Appellant :  Moore  &  Curreg. 

(1)  Parliamentary  Papers,  199,  8rd         (3)  Ibid.No.l35;8.a2Bro.P.C.199. 
April,  1868.    Retum  of  appeals  to  the        (4)  Ibid.  No.  136. 
High  Court  of  Delegates,  No.  63.  (6)  Law  Rep.  4  C.  P.  687. 

(2)  Ibid.  No.  134.  (6)  14  Q.  E  825,  828. 
(7)  4  E.  &  B.  105, 114. 


VOL.  lYJ  GASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  818 


CHARLES  MILLER  ALDRIDGE   ....     Appellant  ;       J.  c* 

AND  1872 

GEORGE  CHRISTOPHER  CATO    .     .     .     •    Rbspondbnt.     J^2». 

ON  APPEAL  FBOM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  COLONY 
OF  NATAL. 

Naiaif  Law  if-^Ordinano6f  No.  4  of  1849 — Fartnenhip-^aini  siock  Com- 
pany^^  Quan  CorportUion — Limited  liabilUif — Winding-up  Ordinance, 
No,  19  of  ISee^Practice—Appealable  value. 

In  a  gait  brought  by  the  Official  Manager  of  a  partnership  and  J(^t-stock 
Company/ appointed  nnder  the  Natal  Winding-up  Ordinance,  No.  19  of  1866, 
agunat  a  roistered  Shareholder,  for  an  instalment  on  a  call  made  by  Order  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  the  Defendant  pleaded,  Ordinance  No.  4  of  1849,  of  the 
Colony,  under  the  provisions  of  which  he  alleged  the  Company  was  incor- 
porated, and  that  having  paid  his  shares  in  full,  he  was  not  liable  for  any 
debts  due  or  incurred  by  the  Company.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Natal  held» 
upon  the  construction  of  the  Deed  of  agreement  constituting  the  Company, 
and  the  Ordinance,  No.  4  of  1849,  enabling  the  Company  to  cany  the 
same  into  effect,  that  such  Ordinance  did  not  incorporate  the  Company  so  as 
to  exempt  the  Shareholders  from  individual  liability  in  respect  of  the  debta 
of  the  Company,  but  only  conferred  on  them  Dcusilities  for  carrying  on  the 
business  of  the  Company,  and  the  objects  of  the  original  Deed  whereby  it 
was  constituted.  Such  construction  and  decision  confirmed,  on  appeal,  by 
the  Judidal  Committee. 

It  is  too  kte  for  the  Respondent  at  the  hearing  to  take  an  objection  to  the 
competency  of  the  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  suit 
did  not  involve  the  prescribed  appealable  value ;  such  objection  not  having 
heen  taken  in  the  Respondent's  case.  The  proper  course  would  have  been  for 
the  Respondent  to  move,  in  the  first  instance,  to  dismiss  the  appeal  on  that 
ground. 

iHIS  suit  was  brought  by  the  Respondent,  in  his  capacity  of 
Official  Manager  of  the  Natal  Fire  Asmtrance  and  Trust  Company , 
^der  the  Natal  Winding-up  Ordmance,  No.  19  of  1866,  against 
the  Appellant,  a  Shareholder  in  the  Company,  for  the  payment  of 
an  instalment  of  calls  to  be  due  by  the  Appellant  upon  forty-eight 
shares  in  that  Company,  of  which  he  was  the  registered  Owner. 

*  Pretend:— fim  James  William  Colvilb,  Thx  Lord  Justice  Jambs,  Sib 
BiSKB  Peacock,  Sib  Montague  Kdwabd  Smith,  and  Sib  Robebt  Pobbett 

OOLUBB. 
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J.  c.  The  case  was  a  representative  one  as  between  the  fully  paid-up 

1872       Shareholders  and  the  Creditors  of  the  Company,  then  being  wound 
Aldmdge    ^P  ^^  ^t®  Colony  [of  Naial^  under  the  provisions  of  the  Ordi- 

Cato        liftiice  No.  19, 1866,  "  to  facilitate  the  winding-up  of  Joint-stock 

Companies." 

According  to  .the  Official  Manager's  Beport,  the  Company s 
assets  were  estimated  at  £43,731. 13a.  Id.,  and  the  Creditors'  debts 
amounted  to  £47,700.  178.  3d.,  leaving  a  deficiency  of  assets  as 
compared  with  liabilities  to  Creditors  of  about  £4,000,  exclusive 
of  costs  incurred  in  the  winding-up.  The  assets  were  not  capable 
of  immediate  realization.  The  call  was  made  with  a  view  to 
provide  for  the  liabilities  of  the  Company,  and  the  result  of  the 
appeal  was  to  determine,  whether  or  not  the  fully  paid-up  Share- 
holders were  liable  to  make  good  the  deficiency  of  assets  as  com- 
pared with  the  liabilities  of  the  Company,  whatever  that  deficiency 
might  be. 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows : — 
The  Natal  Fire  Assurance  and  Trust  Company  was  constituted 
by  a  Deed  of  agreement,  dated  the  1st  of  May,  1849,  as  a  Joint- 
stock  Company  or  co-partnership,  having  a  capital  stock,  consisting 
of  the  sum  of  £10,000,  divided  into  500  shares  of  £20  each,  with 
a  provision  for  an  increase  of  the  capital. 

The  Deed  of  agreement  contained  provisions  for  the  transfer  of 
shares  and  vesting  the  management  of  the  Company  in  Directors, 
and  declared  the  purposes  of  the  Company  to  be  the  insurance  of 
moveable  and  immoveable  property  of  every  description  (save  as 
thereinafter  mentioned)  against  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  the  admi- 
nistration and  management  of  such  estates  and  other  property 
as  the  Company  should  be  duly  appointed  to  administer  and 
manage  as  Executors,  Tutors,  Guardians,  Curators,  Administrators, 
Trustees,  Assignees,  or  Agents,  either  under  and  by  virtue  of  a 
decree  of  any  competent  Court  of  the  Colony,  or  by  the  last  Will 
and  Testament,  or  valid  writing,  act,  or  Deed  of  any  person  or 
persons,  or  by  virtue  of  any  marriage  settlement,  Power  of  Attorney, 
or  otherwise. 

By  the  29th  article  of  the  Deed  it  was  provided,  that  every 
Policy  of  Assurance  entered  into  or  granted  by  the  Directors 
under  any  of  the  provisions  of  that  Deed,  should  clearly  express 


VOL.  IV.]  CASES  IN  THE  PBIYY  COUNCIL.  315 

by  way  of  condition,  that  the  capital  stock  and  funds  of  the  Gom-        J.  C. 
pony  should  alone  be  liable,  to  answer  and  satisfy  any  claim  or        1872 
demand  which  might  be  made  upon  the  Company  under  and  by    aldbiooe 
Tirtue  of  such  Policy,  and  that  no  Shareholder  of  the  Company,       q^;^ 
his  Heirs,  Executors,  Administrators,  or  Assigns,  should  be  in        — ~ 
anywise  chargeable  or  liable  in  respect  of  any  such  claim  or  demand 
as  aforesaid,  beyond  the  amount  of  his  share  or  shares  in  the 
capital  stock  of  the  Company. 

Article  83  of  the  Deed  provided,  that  every  claim  duly  made 
upon  the  Company  was  to  be  adjusted,  and  (if  found  correct)  paid 
and  satisfied  or  otherwise  settled  by  the  Directors,  within  a  period 
of  four  calendar  months  from  the  day  on  which  such  daim  should 
hare  been  notified  to  them. 

By  article  39  of  the  Deed,  the  Directors  were  authorized  and 
empowered,  at  any  time  when  they  should  see  fit  so  to  do,  to 
apply  to  the  Gk)Yemor  and  the  Legislative  Council  of  the  Colony, 
and  to  obtain  from  them,  at  the  costs  and  charges  of  the  Company, 
an  Ordinance  for  the  incorporation  thereof,  and  for  enabling  the 
Company  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name  of  their  Secretary  for 
the  time  being,  and  for  the  more  effectually  legalising  and  carry- 
ing into  effect  the  objects  and  purposes  of  the  Company. 

In  accordance  with  this  Deed  of  agreement,  and  the  provisions 
therein.  Ordinance  Na  4,  of  1849,  intituled  '^  An  Ordinance  for 
enabling  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  *  Natal  Fire  AMurance 
and  Trust  Company*  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name  of  their 
Secretary,  was  duly  enacted  by  the  Government  of  the  District  of 
Nalal;  which  after  reciting  that  certain  persons  therein  named 
did,  by  the  Deed  of  the  1st  of  May,  1849,  enter  into  a  contract 
of  co-partnership  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  and  reciting  that 
those  persons  had  raised  among  themselves  a  joint-stock  or  capital 
of  £10,000  sterling,  in  500  shares  of  £20  sterling  each,  to  serve 
as  an  available  fund  to  satisfy  any  claim  or  demand  which  any 
person  might  thereafter  have  upon  the  said  co-partnership,  and 
reciting  that  those  persons  had  applied  for  an  Ordinance  to  incor- 
porate the  said  co-partnership  and  Joint-stock  Company,  and  in 
order  the  better  to  enable  them  to  carry  the  said  objects  into 
effect,  and  reciting  that  the  interests  of  the  District  would  be 
thereby  greatly  promoted,  enacted,  by  section  1,  that  it  should 
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J.  c.  and  might  be  lawful  for  the  persons  who  had  executed  the  said 
1872  Deed,  and  such  others  as  might  become  entitled  to  the  privilege  of 
AuDBTOOK  *l"^t  Ordinance,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  said 
^**  Deed,  to  be  and  continue  joint-stock  proprietors  of  the  said  som  of 
-—  £10,000,  and  of  such  sums  as  they  might  thereafter  acquire  under 
the  provisions  of  the  said  Deed,  and  to  constitute  and  be  a  Com- 
pany for  the  purposes  before  mentioned  to  be  carried  on  under  the 
style  or  firm  of  *^  The  Natal  Fire  Assurance  and  Trust  (]bmjpaity." 

And  by  sect  7  it  was  enacted,  that  all  appointments  under  or  by 
virtue  of  any  last  Will  and  Testament^  Codicil,  or  of  any  Deed  or 
Act  which  should  have  been  at  any  time  previous  to  the  paasing  of 
that  Ordinance,  or  which  should  thereafter  be  duly  made  and  exe- 
cuted of  the  Directors  of  the  Nalal  Fire  Assurance  and  Trust 
Company,  or  of  the  Secretary  of  the  said  Company,  as  Executors, 
Administrators,  Tutors,  Curators,  or  Agents,  or  as  Executor, 
Administrator,  Tutor,  Curator,  or  Agent,  as  the  case  might  be, 
should  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  a  vaUd  appointment  of  the 
Natal  Fire  Assurance  and  Trust  Chmfany,  thereby  constituted. 

The  Ordinance  then  specially  provided  (sects.  9,  10,  11)  for 
actions  being  brought  and  defended  by  the  Secretary. 

And  sect.  12  further  enacted,  that  no  claim  or  demand,  which 
any  Member  of  the  said  Naial  Fire  Assurance  and  Trust  Company 
might  have  in  respect  of  his  share  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  said 
copartnership,  or  of  any  dividends,  interest,  or  profits  payable  in 
respect  of  such  share,  should  be  capable  of  being  set  off,  and  that 
no  claim  in  reconvention  should  be  brought  on  account  of  any 
such  share,  or  dividends,  or  profits,  against  any  demands  which  the 
8aid  Natal  Fire  Assurance  and  Trust  Company  might  have  against 
such  Member,  on  account  of  any  other  matter  or  thing  whatsoever, 
but  that  all  proceedings  in  respect  of  such  other  matter  or  thing, 
might  be  carried  on  as  if  no  claim  or  demand  existed  in  respect  of 
8uch  capital  stock,  or  of  any  dividends,  interest,  or  profits  payable 
in  respect  thereof. 

And  by  sect  13  it  was  declared  that  two  Directors  might  execute 
Bonds,  &C. 

Sect.  14  enacted,  that  the  Natal  Fire  Assurance  and  Trust  Com- 
pany should  continue  and  be  in  force  until  the  11th  of  April,  1870, 
and  that  from  and  after  the  11th  of  April,  1870,  that  Company 
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shonld  not  enter  upon  the  administration  of  any  property  or  estate,       J.  0. 
or  insurance  of  any  property ;  provided,  however,  that  the  Com-       1872 
pany  should  be  authorized  to  continue  the  administration  of  any    ai^wb 
property  or  estate  upon  which  they  should  have  previously  entered,       Q^io 

80  as  without  delay  to  bring  the  same  to  a  final  settlement,  as  also       

to  liquidate  and  adjust  all  such  iusurances  as  might  have  been 
effected  with  the  Company  up  to  the  date  of  the  11th  of  April, 
1870,  for  which  purposes  only  the  Company  should  thenceforth 
continue  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  that  Ordinance. 

Sects.  15  and  16  declared  the  Ordinance  to  be  a  public  Ordi- 
nance, to  take  effect  from  its  promulgation. 

On  the  28th  of  January,  1862,  1,000  new  shares  of  £20  each, 
amounting  to  £20,000,  were  created  in  the  Company. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  that  the  Appellant  was  a  Surgeon 
resident  at  PietermarHssburfff  in  the  Colony,  and  acquired  by  transfer 
to  him,  from  time  to  time,  in  the  years  1862,  1863,  and  1864, 
thirteen  original  shares  and  thirty-five  new  shares,  making  a  total 
of  forty-eight  shares  in  the  Company. 

The  full  sum  of  £20  was  duly  paid  on  each  of  the  shares  before 
the  commencement  of  the  winding-up  proceedings,  and  the  shares 
were  fully  paid  up. 

On  the  30th  of  January,  1867,  the  Bespondent,  as  a  contributory 
of  the  Company,  presented  to  the  Chief  Justice  and  Judges  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  Colony  a  petition  in  the  matter  of  the 
Winding>up  Law  of  1866,  and  in  the  matter  of  the  said  Com- 
pany, whereby  after  stating  (among  other  things)  that  more  than 
three-fourths  of  the  paid-up  Capital  of  the  Company  had  become 
unavailable,  he  prayed,  as  a  Shareholder  of  at  least  fourteen 
shares  in  the  Company,  and  as  such  a  contributory,  that  the 
CSompany  might  be  wound  up  for  the  general  benefit  of  the 
Creditors. 

On  the  5th  of  March,  1867,  the  Supreme  Court  ordered  that  the 
Company  should  be  wound  up  for  the  benefit  of  its  Creditors, 
and  the  Bespondent  was  appointed  the  QflScial  Manager  of  the 
Company  in  the  matter  of  its  winding-up. 

The  Official  Manager  by  his  Beports,  dated  severally  the  30th 
of  March  and  the  1st  of  May,  1867,  stated  and  set  forth  the  liabili- 
ties and  assets  of  the  Company,  from  which  it  appeared  that  about 
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J.  0.       £4,000  was  due  to  the  Creditors  of  the  Company,  to  meet  which  he 

1872       recommended  that  a  call  of  £10  per  share  should  be  made  upon 

Aldbisgb    th^  several  roistered  Shareholders  of  the  Company,  which  was 

Oato       accordingly  ordered  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  the  Ist  of  May, 

1867 ;  and  no  cause  having  been  shewn  against  such  Order,  a  call 

oi  £2.  lOs.,  being  the  first  instalment  of  a  call  of  £10  per  share, 
was  made  on  the  Appellant  in  respect  of  his  forty-eight  shares. 
The  Appellant  having  refused  to  pay  this  call,  the  proceedings 
out  of  which  this  appeal  arose  were  taken  against  him. 

The  summons  in  the  suit,  in  which  the  judgment  under  appeal 
was  obtained,  was  for  the  recovery  of  £120,  the  amount  of  the 
£2.  lOd.  per  share  call  on  the  forty-eight  shares,  the  first  instalment 
being  payable  on  the  1st  of  September,  1867. 

The  declaration  alleged  to  the  effect  hereinbefore  stated,  and 
also  that  by  the  provisions  of  the  Ordinance  No.  19,  of  1866,  en- 
titled *'  a  Law  to  facilitate  the  Winding-up  of  Joint-Stock  Com- 
panies," the  Shareholders  of  the  above  Company  were  bound  to 
contribute  to  the  payment  of  the  debts,  liabilities  of,  and  costs^ 
charges,  and  expenses  of  the  winding  up  the  Company. 

The  Defendant  (the  Appellant)  by  his  plea,  after  stating  the 
effect  of  the  Deed  and  Ordinance  of  Incorporation  of  the  Com- 
pany, No.  4  of  1866,  admitted  that  he  was  a  Shareholder  of  forty- 
eight  shares  in  the  Company,  upon  each  of  which  £20  sterling 
had  been  paid  up,  and  averred  that  he  was  not  legally  liable  under 
the  same  Ordinance  of  Incorporation  or  the  Deed  of  agreement 
to  pay  or  contribute  any  further  sum  to  the  Company,  and  that 
he  was  not  individually  responsible  or  liable  for  any  debt  due  or 
liabilities  incurred  by  the  Company. 

The  suit  was  heard  before  the  Chief  Justice  (WaUer  Eardinfft 
Esq.),  and  the  Justices  Phillips  and  Cojpe,  and  on  the  28th  of  Julyi 
1868,  judgment  was  pronounced  in  favour  of  the  Bespondent,  Mr. 
Justice  PhiUips  dissenting. 

The  appeal  was  from  this  judgment. 

The  SolieUor-Oeneral  (Sir  Oeorffc  Jessely  Q.C.),  for  the  Eespon- 
dent : — 

On  the  opening  of  the  appeal  took  a  preliminary  objectioQ  to 
the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  as  the  amount  at  issue  in  the  suit  was 
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not  snfficieiit  to  bring  it  within  the  rule  applicable  to  the  appellate  J.  C. 

value  of  £500  as  prescribed  for  appeals  from  the  Colony  of  Nodal ;  1872 

no  special  leave  to  appeal  having  been  granted  by  the  Judicial  audbidgi 

Committee.  Cato 

The  Lord  Justice  Jahbs  : — It  does  not  appear  from  the  Bespon- 
dent's  case  that  he  intended  to  rely  on  such  a  technical  point  as 
this.  The  Appellant  has  had  no  notice  that  such  an  objection 
would  be  raised  at  the  eleventh  hour.  The  proper  course  would 
have  been  to  have  moved  to  dismiss  the  appeal  before  any  steps 
were  taken  or  expense  incurred  to  bring  it  to  a  hearing.  Is  it 
worth  while  to  press  the  objection  ? 

The  Sdieiior-Cknerdl  assented,  and  waived  the  objection. 

Sir  John  Karddke,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  A.  O.  Marten^  for  the  Appel- 
lant : — 

By  the  Natal  Legislative  Ordinance,  No.  4  of  1849,  the  Natal 
Fire  Aaswranee  and  Trust  Company  was  incorporated,  and  as  an 
incident  of  such  incorporation  the  liability  of  the  members  in 
respect  of  the  engagements  of  the  Company  was  limited  to  the 
amount  of  their  shares.  The  Appellant  having  paid  up  his  shares 
was,  therefor^  not  liable  for  calls  under  the  Winding-up  Ordinance 
of  the  Colony,  No.  19,  of  1866.  Express  words  are  not  necessary 
to  constitute  a  corporation,  if  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  is 
clear.  By  the  Boman-Dutch  Law  the  Members  of  a  wiiverdHas^ 
or  public  corporate  Company,  are  not  individually  liable  for  the 
debts  of  the  Company;  the  corporate  funds  are  alone  liable: 
VotL,  Lib.  III.,  tit.  4,  sects.  1, 2,  3.  The  Colonial  Limited  Liainlity 
Ordinance,  Na  4  of  1864,  was  not  in  existence  at  the  date  of  the 
Act  of  Incorporation  of  the  Company,  but  that  Act  itself  operated 
to  the  same  effect  as  regarded  the  liability  of  the  Shareholders. 
Where  the  construction  of  an  Act  is  doubtful,  the  purpose  intended 
by  the  parties  is  the  guide  :  Hie  Eastern  Archipelaffo  Company  v. 
Beg.  (1).  Here  no  advantage  would  be  obtained  unless  the  Com- 
pany were  incorporated.  This  was  an  incorporation  by  Statute, 
which  differs  from  one  by  Charter,  and  can  only  be  annulled  or  set 

(1)  18  Jur.  481. 
Vol.  IV.  3  2  C 
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J.  0.       aside  by  a  Statute :  Orant  on  Corporations,  p.  39-295.  In  JBrnmr 

1872       T.  Coventry  (1)  the  Company  was  not  a  chartered  Company,  but 

Aldbuks    one  existing  only  by  contract.     If  the  Company  be  a  Corporation, 

Gato.       ^^  ^^  contend  it  is,  by  the  Natal  Ordinance,  the  liability  of  the 

"""^       Members  in  respect  of  the  engagements  of  the  Compaay  was 

limited  to  the  amount  of  their  shares ;  and  those  held  by  the 

Appellant,  in  respect  of  which  the  call  in  question  was  made, 

were  fully  paid  up  before  the  making  of  the  call.    He  could, 

therefore,  in  no  sense  be  liable  for  contribution,  and  ought  not  to 

haye  been  held  so.     The  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  was 

erroneous,  and  ought  to  be  reversed. 

The  Solieii&r'General  (Sir  Oearge  Jeskl,  Q.C.),  Mr.  OracknaUr 
and  Mr.  J.  D.  Wood,  for  the  Bespondent  :-* 

The  Ordinance,  No.  4  of  1849,  was  not  such  an  incorporation  of 
the  N<ildl  Fire  Assurance  and  Trust  Gampany  as  constituted  them 
a  body  corporate.  It  was,  as  its  title  expressed,  simply  an  Ordinance 
for  enabling  the  Directors  to  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name  of  their 
Secretary.  It  neither  created,  nor  proposed  to  create,  a  OorporatioOt 
and  is  only  so  termed  in  the  marginal  note,  which  is  no  part  of  the 
Ordinance,  an  Ordinance  of  Incorporation.  The  title  of  an  Act  is 
not  part  of  the  Act :  Shaw  y.  Buddin  (2).  All  the  provisions  con- 
tained in  it  shew  that  the  sole  intent  of  the  Colonial  Legislatare 
was  to  enable  the  Company  to  carry  out  the  objects  of  the  Deed  of 
agreement^  and,'  though  a  partnership,  to  sue  or  be  sued  by  their 
OfScer.  The  Boman*Dutch  Law  is  not  applicable  to  the  case,  but 
if  it  were,  there  is  no  pretence  for  calling  the  Company  a  universUas, 
or  claiming  for  it  the  rights  and  privileges  of  such  a  corporate  or 
public  body:  Voetf  Pamd.  Lib.  47,  tit  22;  as  to  Corporations,  lb. 
Lib.  III.  tit.  4,  s.  1.  By  the  English  Law,  which  must  be  the  rule 
of  interpretation  of  this  Ordinance,  in  order  to  create  a  Corporation 
there  must  be  words  of  incorporation :  1  Bl.  Com.  pp.  471-3.  Even 
if  the  Company  was  incorporated  with  a  limited  liability,  such 
limited  liability  applied  only  to  the  trading  authorized  by  the 
Ordinance ;  but  the  borrowing  money  on  fixed  deposits,  the  dis- 
counting Promissory  notes,  the  advancing  money  to  individuals  on 
landed  security,  the  guaranteeing  debts  of  third  parties,  which  were 
(1)  2  Jur.  (N.S.)  557.  (2)  9  Jr.  C.  L.  Rep.  214. 
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all  proyed  to  have  been  practised  by  the  Company,  eyen  if  within       J.  G. 

the  scope  and  authority  of  the  10th  section  of  the  Deed  of  agree-        1872 

ment^  so  as  to  render  the  Shareholders  not  personally  liable,  was    aldbidob 

ultra  vires  the  power  conferred  by  the  Ordinance,  and  was  known       q^to.  ' 

to  be  so  by  the  Appellant,  as  well  as  the  other  Shareholders  who       — * 

profited  by  such  trading  transalctions :   Chreffory  y.  Pakhett  (1), 

Balfour  t.  Ernest  (2).     Neither  the  Ordinance  nor  the  Deed  of 

agreement  constitated  this  more  than  a  Joint-stock  Ciompany,  i 

the  proyisioDS  of  the  Deed  did  not  effect,  if  they  could  haye  in-  ! 

tended  to  make  it^  one  of  limited  liability.     No  Colonial  Ordi« 

nance  for  limited  liability  existed  in  1849,  the  date  of  the  Deed 

of  Agreement,  or  before  1864,  when  the  first  No.  10  of  that  year  I 

was  passed. 

j 
The  Lobd  JufirrioE  James  : —  i 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  the  decree  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Colony  of  Natai  in  this  case  ought  to  be  affirmed. 

When  the  Deed  which  constituted  the  Company  now  being  I 

wound  up  in  that  Colony  comes  to  be  looked  at,  it  is  obyious  that  ! 

it  was  a  Company  for  yery  large  transactions  in  business  of  a  | 

Taried    kind,  including  liabilities  arising  from  the  receipt  of  j 

trust  moneys,  from  the  Adnunistration  of  Executorships,  general 
Agencies,  the  receipt  of  Book  debts,  rents,  repairs,  and  yarious 
other  matters  (aU  of  which  are  mentioned  in  the  schedule  to  the 
Deed,  specifying  the  charges  they  are  to  make),  eyidently  point- 
ing to  the  receipt  of  yery  large  funds ;  [in  dealing  with  which 
the  Directors  were  to  be  authorized  to  lay  them  out  on  mortgages, 
immoyeable  property.  Bonds,  Bills  of  exchange.  Promissory  notes, 
capital  stock,  Goyemment  debentures,  and  other  securities,  under 
colour  of  which  they  did  the  business  of  Bill  Discounters.  It  is 
obyious  that  the  business  was  a  business  which  nobody  would  trust 
to  ihem  if  their  liability  was  limited  to  such  a  sum  as  £10,000,  or 
any  such  sum  as  that  mentioned  as  the  capital  of  the  Company. 
When  we  come  to  look  at  the  Deed,  it  does  not  contemplate  any 
limited  liability,  but  leayes  the  Shareholders  liable  in  eyerything, 
like  an  ordinary  partnership,  except  in  one  particular  case,  which 

(1)  10  Jnr.  (N.SO  p.  1120.  (2)  6  Jur.  (N.  S.)  439. 
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J.C.       exception  proyes  the  general  rule.     That  particular  case  is  the 

1872       case  of  Policies  of  Insurance,  as  to  which  they  expressly  limit 

AU0BIIX2E    t;heir  liability  to  the  amount  of  their  capital  stock.     We  start, 

Cato.       therefore,  with  this,  that  there  was  a  trust  Deed  which  left  them 

an  ordinary  Joint  stock  partnership,  with  liability  of  course  for 

payment  to  their  just  creditors. 

Then  there  came  an  application  to  the  Legislature  of  NaJki  for 
an  Ordinance  which  is  said  to  have  altered  that  state  of  thiof^, 
and  to  have  given  them  a  corporate  character,  and  as  the  result  a 
liability  limited  to  the  amount  of  their  shares.  It  would  be  very 
strange  if  the  Legislature  of  Natal  had  intended  to  have  done 
that,  if  they  had  intended  to  have  made  these  Gentlemen  liable 
only  to  the  amount  of  their  small  capital  in  respect  of  the  unlimited 
transactions  into  which  they  were  about  to  enter.  In  truth,  the 
Ordinance  itself  does  not  in  terms  profess  to  incorporate  them,  it 
does  not  profess  to  relieve  them  from  any  liability ;  it  gives  them 
none  of  the  ordinary  powers,  nor  does  it  make  any  of  the  ordinary 
provisions  which  are  provided  in  respect  of  a  Corporation.  It 
enables  them  to  sue  and  be  sued  as  a  quasi  corporate  body,  in  the 
name  of  the  Secretary.  The  title  so  describes  the  Ordinance,  and 
their  Lordships  were  referred  to  some  modem  cases  to  shew  that 
the  title  may  under  some  circumstances  be  looked  at.  Their 
Lordships  are  not  disposed  to  consider  that  question  here. 

On  the  other  hand,  their  Lordships  have  been  properly  re- 
ferred to  the  preamble  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  what  the  object3 
of  the  Legislature  were.  The  preamble  no  doubt  says,  "  Whereas 
the  said  persons  have  applied  for  an  Ordinance  to  incorporate  the 
said  co-partnership  and  Joint-stock  Company,  and  in  order  the 
better  to  enable  them  to  carry  the  said  objects  into  effect,"  that  is 
to  say,  the  insurance  of  property  and  so  on,  and  the  administering 
and  managing  as  Executors,  Tutors,  Guardians,  Curators,  Admi- 
nistrators, Trustees,  Assignees,  and  so  on.  And  then  it  recites, 
that  the  interests  of  the  District  would  be  thereby  greatly  pro- 
moted, that  is  to  say,  it  would  be  promoted  by  the  better  enabling 
them  to  carry  their  several  objects  into  effect  That  wc^  the 
substance  of  the  recital.  When  their  Lordships  look  at  the 
Ordinance  itself,  it  seems  to  them  utterly  inconsistent  with  the 
idea  that  any  incorporation  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  word  was 
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intended  to  be  e£fected.  The  first  thing  that  is  done  is  to  provide  j.  o. 
^'  that  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  said  persons  who  have  1872 
executed  the  said  Deedi  and  such  others  as  may  become  entitled  to  Aldbisgb 
the  priTilege  of  the  Ordinance  now  in  statement,  under  and  by  ^^io 
virtue  of  the  provisions  of  the  said  Deed,  to  be  and  continue  joint  — — 
stock  proprietors  of  the  said  sum  of  £10,000,  and  of  such  sums  as 
they  may  hereafter  acquire  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  Deed, 
and  to  constitute  and  be  a  Company  for  the  purposes  before  men- 
tioned, to  be  carried  on  under  the  style  or  firm  of  ^  T^  Natal  . 
Fire  Assurance  and  Trust  Company. "*  It  then  provides, ''  that  a  copy 
of  the  Deed  executed  by  the  said  persons  duly  authenticated  by 
the  secretary  of  the  said  NatcU  Fire  Assurance  and  Tnal  Cam- 
panify  appointed  under  the  provisions  of  the  said  Deed,  shall  be 
filed  in  the  office  of  the  Registrar  or  the  District  Court  of  the  said 
District  within  one  month  of  the  Ordinance  now  in  statement,  and 
in  like  manner  a  return  of  the  names  of  the  several  persons  at  the 
time  being  members  of  the  said  Nalal  Fire  Assurance  and  Trust 
Company^  with  their  respective  places  of  abode,  and  the  name  and 
place  of  abode  of  the  Chairman  and  of  each  Director  thereof,  and 
of  the  Secretary  thereof,  in  the  same  manner  authenticated,  shall 
be  at  the  same  time  filed  in  the  said  office.  That  a  copy  of  all 
alterations  in  or  additions  to  the  said  Deed,  which  may  at  any 
time  be  made  in  conformity  with  the  provisions  therein  contained, 
shall  within  one  month  after  any  such  alterations  or  additions 
shall  have  been  duly  made  in  like  manner  authenticated,  shall  be 
in  like  manner  filed  in  the  office  of  the  said  Begistrar."  The 
plain  meaning  of  these  provisions  is,  that  they  were  to  continue  to 
exist  as  a  Company  or  co-partnership  under  a  Deed,  which  would 
be  perfectly  inconsistent  with  their  being  made  into  a  Corporation, 
existing  under  l^islative  enactment.  The  two  things  could  not 
co-exist.  They  could  not  be  a  Joint-stock  Company  or  co-partner- 
ship continuing  to  exist  under  a  Deed,  and  according  to  the 
constitution  of  that  Deed,  and  at  the  same  time  a  Corporation 
created  with  a  totally  distinct  nature  for  the  first  time  called  into 
existence  by  the  Ordinance  of  the  Natal  Legislature.  Of  course 
the  Ordinance  might  have  incorporated  the  Deed,  as  part  of  the 
Charter  of  incorporation,  or  as  bye-laws  of  the  Corporation,  but 
nothing  of  the  kind  was  said  or  intended.  The  first  provisions, 
Vol,  IV.  3  2  1) 
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J.  C.  therefore,  shew  that  it  was  not  intended  in  any  way  to  destroy  the 
1S78  co-partnership,  which  would  be  destroyed  if  the  co-partnership 
Aluupge  ^^^^  converted  into  a  body  corporate  and  politic.  All  the  other 
^**  provisions  are  provisions  which  are  entirely  consistent  with  the 
-*-  eonstitation  of  a  Joint-stock  Company,  and  are  utterly  incon- 
sistent with  a  Corporation.  It  is  to  sue  and  be  sued,  not  in  a 
corporate  name,  but  in  the  name  of  the  Secretary.  The  Secretary 
is  to  defend,  not  for  a  Corporation,  but  for  the  Company  and  for 
the  meinbers  thereof.  The  NaUd  Fire  ABsuranee  and  Tmd 
Company f  is  in  one  section  talked  of  as  a  plural  body,  the  expres* 
sion  being  ^^and  not  against  the  Natal  Fire  AjBsnranee  and  TmU 
Company,  or  any  of  them,  or  against  the  members  or  any  of 
them."  There  are  provisions  as  to  suits  by  or  against  members  of 
the  Company,  which  would  be  useless  if  the  Company  had  really 
been  made  a  body  politic  and  corporate.  Then  there  is  the  18th 
clause,  to  which  the  attention  of  their  Lordships  has  been  called, 
and  that  is,  **  That  any  two  Directors  of  the  Company  may  execute 
any  Bond  or  other  act  on  behalf  of  the  Company,  and  may  draw 
up  or  execute  any  inventory  or  liquidation,  distribution,  or  other 
account,  and  all  such  bonds,  &c,  so  executed  shall  be  equally 
valid  as  if  the  same  had  been  done  and  executed  by  every  one  of 
the  members  thereof."  That  points  to  the  existence  of  a  partner- 
ship, and  that  the  Partners  were  all  of  them  to  be  bound  by  the 
acts  and  deeds  of  the  Directors,  as  their  own  personal  acts  and 
deeds.  It  would  be  perfectly  inconsistent  with  the  idea  that 
there  was  to  be  a  Corporation,  merely  with  the  liability  of  that 
Corporation  in  its  corporate  capacity,  with  respect  to  corporate 
funds.  This  is  in  truth  quite  consistent  with  a  very  rational 
meaning  of  the  recital.  The  Company  ask  to  be  incorporated  the 
better  to  enable  them  to  carry  their  objects  into  effect,  and  the 
Legislature  is  willing  to  give  them  so  many  of  the  characteristics 
of  a  Corporation  as  are  convenient  for  that  purpose  and  none 
other. 

Their  Lordships  are  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court  was  right,  in  holding  that  this  was  a  Company 
properly  wound  up,  and  that  the  call  made  on  the  Shareholders, 
was  a  proper  call  to  be  made  in  the  winding-up  and  dischaige  of 
the  liabilities  of  the  Company.     They  will,  therefore,  humbly 
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4%cominend  to  Her  Majesty  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed,  with  the  J.  0. 

vsnal  consequences,  with  costs.    It  is  said  that  this  is  a  repre-  1872 

sentatiye  case.     The  other  persons  in  the  same  position  as  the  aldbuxm 

Appellant  may  probably  think  it  right  to  subscribe  to  pay  their  ^^io. 

^qfiota  of  the  costs,  but  the  Respondent,  on  behalf  of  the  estate  

and  for  himself,  is  entitled  to  have  his  costs  paid  in  the  usual 
manner. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Thamas  dh  EoUams. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Kimber  dt  Ellis.  ^ 


THOMAS  PHILIPPE  LA  CLOCHE   ....    Appellant;        J.0.» 

AND  1872 

THOMAS  LA  CLOCHE Eespondent.  •^«n^28. 

AND,  BY  BEYIYOB, 

THOMAS  PHILIPPE  LA  CLOCHE   .    .    •    .    Appellant; 

AND 

THE  7ISC0UNT  OP  JERSEY Respondent. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  ROYAL  COURT  OP  JERSEY. 

^mey^  Law  and  Ctutoms  of-^Auihcriiy  of  Text  Writers  on  Norman  Lam — 
Legitimation  per  ntbsequena  matrimonium  —  Evidence — Succession — Deed 
f>f  g^  inter  vivos^  disinheriting  sole  heir — Practice — Abatement  of  appeal — 
Vacant  Succession — Revivor  against  the  Viscount  of  the  Island, 

The  written  customary  Laws  of  Normandy  since  the  time  of  the  separa- 
tion of  the  Island  of  Jersey  from  that  Duchy  are  authorities  received  in  Jersey 
^  expositions  of  the  Law  and  customs  of  the  Island. 

According  to  the  Law  of  Jersey^  an  illegitimate  child  is  Intimated  per 
■subsequens  mcUnmonium, 

A  domiciled  Jerseyman  was  the  putative  Father  of  a  child  hy  a  Jersey - 
woman.  He  afterwards  married  in  England  the  Mother  of  the  child : — Held, 
that  proof  of  the  certificate  of  the  marriage,  coupled  with  the  fact  of  the 
child  being  always  acknowledged  by  him,  and  received  as  the  offspring  of  the 
Husband  and  Wife,  was  sufficient  evidence,  without  any  formal  recognition 
of  paternity  by  the  Father. 

A  gratuitous  gift  by  Deed  of  real  estate  to  a  Grandson  by  his  Grandfather 


*  Present : — Sib  Jambs  Willtam  Coltile,  The  Lobd  Justicb  Jakbs,  Sib 
Bahkes  Peacock,  Sib  MoKTAom  Eowabd  Smith,  and  Sib  Robebt  Pobbbtt 

COLUKB. 

VouIV.  8  2E 
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J*  C.  to  tlie  dlnnlieritance  of  his  only  Son :  — Htld^  void,  as  by  the  Law  of  Jtney  the 

1872  Donor  had  no  power  to  defeat  the  law  of  sucoeasiony  by  which,  in  the  case  of 

*^^^  an  only  Son,  the  estate  of  the  Father  descended, 

^^XXJHB  Pending  an  appeal  the  Respondent  died  intestate  leaving  children,  who,  by 

La  CiiOCHE.  reason  of  litigation  respecting  their  Father's  right  of  sncoession,  objected  to  he 

[——  made  Bespondents.    The  Judicial  Committee  directed  the  petitbn  to  levive 

to  stand  over,  with  liberty  to  apply  to  the  Royal  Court  of  Jeruy  to  appoint  s 
proper  person  to  represent  the  estate.  The  Royal  Court  appointed  the 
Viscount  of  the  Island  as  Official  representative  of  the  estate,  and  the  appeal 
was  revived  in  his  nama 

xHIS  appeal  was  bronght  from  the  imanimoiis  judgment  of  the 
Superior  number  or  Full  Court  of  appeal  of  the  Boyal  Court  of 
the  Island  of  Jersey^  confirming  a  judgment  of  the  Inferior  number 
of  that  Cotlrt,  whereby  a  voluntary  Deed  of  gift,  in  favour  of  the 
Appellant,  of  real  estate  in  the  Island,  was  set  aside  and  annulled 
at  the  instance  of  Thomas  La  Gloche  the  younger,  the  original 
Bespondent,  under  the  following  circumstances : — 

The  Deed  in  question  was,  on  the  12th  of  August,  1862,  passed 
before  the  Eoyal  Court  of  Jersey  by  Thomas  La  Cloche  the  elden 
a  native  of  the  Island,  and  the  Father  of  Thomas  La  Cloche  the 
younger,  and  which  Thomas  La  Cloche  the  elder  was  entitled  to 
the  property  in  question,  which  he  by  the  above  Deed  affected 
to  convey  to  the  Appellant,  Thomas  Philippe  La  Cloche,  who  was 
the  only  Son  of  Thomas  La  Cloche  the  yotinger,  whom  he  therein 
described  as  his  "  petit  jils,**  and  his  heirs  for  ever.  The  Deed  was 
expressed  to  be  executed  **de  sa  libre  vdonU^  no* pecuniary  or 
valuable  consideration  being  mentioned  in  it,  or  given  or  received 
for  its  execution. 

Thomas  La  Cloche  the  younger,  the  Father  of  the  Appellant, 
was  bom  in  the  year  1793;  but  at  the  time  of  his  birth  his 
Father  and  Mother  (then  Marguerite  le  Breton)  were  not  married. 
It  appeared,  however,  from  a  certificate  and  declaration  of  tlie 
marriage,  that  they  were  subsequently  married  in  England  in 
June,  1854 ;  and  on  that  occasion,  as  well  as  on  many  others, 
Thomas  La  Cloche  the  younger  was  recognised  by  his  Father  as 
his  child. 

Thom.as  La  Cloche  the  elder  died  on  the  13th  of  October,  1864, 
leaving  Thomas  La  Cloche  the  younger,  who,  in  April,  1865,  and 
within  a  year  and  a  day  from  his  Father's  death,  as  his  only  Son 
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and  heir-at-law,  instituted  the  suit  now  under  appeal,  to  set  aside       J.  0. 
the  Deed  on  the  ground,  that  by  the  Law  of  Jersey  it  was  not       1872 
competent  to  his  Father,  by  a  voluntary  Deed,  to  deprive  him  of  la^II^ohb 
hiB  inheritance,  LAc!i)CHE. 

On  the  29th  of  June,  1865,  the  cause  came  to  a  hearing  before  — 
the  Inferior  number  of  the  Court,  when  the  Appellant  (the  Defen- 
dant in  the  Court  below)  prayed  that  the  cause  might  be  deferred 
until  the  termination  of  a  suit  respecting  his  Grandfather's  Will  (1), 
which  was  then  depending  before  the  same  Court  between  himself 
and  the  Executors  of  the  Will,  alleging  that  the  same  questions  as 
legarded  the  legitimacy  of  his  Father  were  at  issue  in  both  causes. 
The  Ck)urt  adopted  this  view,  and  deferred  the  hearing  until  the 
snit  relative  to  the  Will  should  have  been  finally  decided.  On 
appeal  from  this  decision  the  Superior  number  of  the  Court  re- 
versed the  decision,  and  sent  the  parties  back  to  prosecute  the 
cause  before  the  Inferior  number. 

In  conformity  with  this  judgment  the  cause  was  again  brought 
before  the  Inferior  number,  when  the  Appellant  disputed  tile  late 
Bespondant's  title  to  sue  as  the  legitimate  Son  of  his  Father.  The 
Plaintiff,  the  late  Bespondent,  in  support  of  his  title,  put  in  evi- 
dence various  documents,  among  which  were  Actes  or  decisions  of 
the  Boyal  and  Ecclesiastical  Courts  in  the  Island,  extracted  from 
the  Becords  of  the  Courts,  shewing  that,^though  born  out  of  wed- 
lock, he  had,  according  to  the  Law  of  Jersey ^  been  legitimated  by 
the  subsequent  marriage  of  his  parents ;  the  certificate  of  which  was 
put  in  evidence,  coupled  with  his  Father's  recognition  of  him  as 
hi8  Son,  both  by  a  declaration  signed  on  the  day  of  the  marriage, 
and  by  three  subsequent  Letters,  in  two  of  which  he  described  the 
late  Bespondent  as  his  Son,  and  by  the  Deed  in  dispute,  in  which  he 
described  the  late  Bespondent's  Son  as  his  Grandson.  The  Appel- 
lant objected  to  the  admissibility  of  this  evidence,  but  the  Court 
overruled  the  objection,  and  declared  it  admissible,  and  the  cause 
^as  postponed. 

On  the  7th  of  October,  1869,  the  cause  was  again  heard,  and 
the  Appellant  again  called  in  question  the  legitimacy  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, but  the  Court  decided  that  '^  considering  that  the  legitimation 
of  a  child  bom  out  of  wedlock  is  made  effectual  by  the  subsequent 

(1)  See  Za  Clocht  v.  La  Cloche^  Law  Eep.  3  P.  C.  125. 

3  2  E  2 


328  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.K. 

J.  C.       marriage  of  the  Father  and  Mother,  and  by  recognition  of  the 
1872       child ;  that  in  the  present  instance  the  marriage  of  Thomas  La 
La  Oloohb    Cloche  the  ^Ider  with  Marguerite  Le  Breton  was  established  by  the 
La  OuQcasL   ^^^'i^^*®  produced,  which  proved  that  the  marriage  was  solemn- 
— ^       ized  in  London  on  the  10th  of  June,  1854,  and  that  the  recogni- 
tion of  the  Plaintiff  by  Thomas  La  Cloche  the  elder  as  his  Son  and 
of  Marguerite  Le  Breton  was  made  at  the  time  of  the  marriage 
being  solemnized ;   that  by  the  documents.  Letters,  and  other 
papers  produced  by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  establishing 
the  names,  titles,  and  qualities  which  he  claimed  in  this  sQit»  it 
was  established  that  Thomas  La  Cloche  the  elder  had  recognised 
the  Plaintiff  as  his  Son,  notably  by  the  Deed  which  was  the  subject 
of  the  present  suit,^in  which  Thom/os  Philippe  La  Cloche^  Son  of 
Thomas  La  Cloche^  was  designated  as  the  ^  Grandson  of  Thomas  Ls 
Cloche  the  elder ;"  and  for  those  reasons  the  Court  found  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  established  his  case. 

The  Appellant  next,  on  the  merits,  contended  that  the  property 
being  acquired  real  property  {cfynqinet  et  acquet)  purchased  by  the 
deceased,  Thomas  La  Cloche  the  elder,  the  latter  was  entitled  to 
dispose  of  it  inter  vivos  ;  that  there  existed  no  law  in  Jersey  which 
^annulled  a  Contract  or  Deed  passed  under  the  circumstances;  and 
that  the  Deed  not  having  been  passed  by  Thomas  La  Cloche  the 
elder  with  a  view  to  benefit  one  of  his  children  to  the  prejudice  of 
the  other,  the  contention  of  the  Plaintiff  did  not  apply.  The 
Court  of  Inferior  number  on  this  point  also  gave  judgment^  de- 
claring that,  as  a  person  could  not  make  a  gift  of  his  heritable 
property  to  one  of  his  heirs,  or  to  a  descendant  in  direct  line,  that 
the  Grandfather  having  made  a  gift  of  his  realty  to  his  Grand- 
son to  the  prejudice  of  his  Son  and  sole  heir,  the  Plaintiff  was 
entitled  as  heir,  and  annulled  the  Deed  of  the  12th  of  August, 
1862,  made  by  Thomas  La  Cloche  the  elder  to  the  Appellant. 

On  appeal  the  Full  Court  of  the  Superior  number  unanimously 
rejected  the  Appellant's  appeals  from  these  decisions,  with  costs. 

An  appeal  was  preferred  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council  by  the 
Appellant  against  this  judgment  of  affirmance,  in  which  Thomas 
La  Cloche  was  made  Respondent.  Pending  the  appeal  he  died 
intestate,  leaving  two  children,  the  Appellant  and  a  Daughter, 
Eliza  Jane  La  Cloche^  the  Wife  of  Henry  Strong^  and  a  Widow,  him 
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surviving.    The  Appellant  presented  a  petition  to  revive  the  appeal  J.  0. 

against  Eliza  Jane  La  Cloche  and  the  Widow,  both  of  whom  were  1872 

interested,  as  against  the  Appellant,  in  contending  that  the  real  l^^  cloche 

estate  comprised  in  the  Deed  formed  part  of  the  estate  of  the  j^  cloohe 

Plaintiff  and  the  then  Eespondent,  Thomas  La  Cloche.  

Mr.  F.  C.  J.  Millar  appeared  for  the  Petitioner,  ',  J.  C* 

1871 


Mr.  Bagshatoe,  for  Eliza  Jane  La  Cloche  and  the  Widow, 

June  19* 

Objected  to  being  made  Respondents  on  the  appeal,  as  they       

were  interested,  as  against  the  Appellant,  in  contending  that  the 
real  estate  comprised  in  the  Deed  formed  part  of  the  estate  of  the 
late  Bespondent,  Thomas  La  Cloche.  ^ 

The  Lord  Justice  James  : — 

The  petition  must  stand  over,  with  liberty  to  any  of  the  parties 
to  apply  to  the  Royal  Court  of  Jersey  forthwith  to  appoint  some 
person  to  represent  the  estate  for  the  purpose  of  the  appeal. 

In  consequence  of  this  suggestion,  on  an  application  being  made 
to  the  Eoyal  Court,  that  Court,  on  the  14th  of  July,  1871,  de- 
cided that,  in  the  circumstances,  the  Viscount  of  Jersey  was  the 
proper  person  to  represent  the  estate  of  the  late  Respondent, 
Thomas  La  Cloche^  in  the  appeal,  and  by  an  Order  in  Council  the 
appeal  was  ordered  to  be  revived  as  against  the  Viscount  of  Jersey 
as  Bespondent  thereto,  as  the  oflScial  representative  of  the  estate 
of  the  late  Respondent,  Thomas  La  Cloche. 

The  appeal  now  came  on  for  hearing.  lg72 

Mr.  F.  C.  J.  Miliary  for  the  Appellant : —  ' 

First,  the  Plaintiff  has  not  proved  that  he  was  the  sole  legitimate 
Son  of  La  Cloche  the  elder.  It  is  not  in  dispute  that  he  was  born 
out  of  wedlock ;  and  although  he  might,  according  to  the  law  pre- 
vailing in  Jersey^  be  legitimated  per  svhsequens  matrimonium^  yet 
we  submit,  that  there  is  not  suflBcient  evidence,  first,  of  ihe  factum 

*  Pivam<:— Sib  James  WUiLiAM  Colvii.b,  Sir  Jobbph  Napier,  Bart., 
The  Lord  Justice  James,  and  The  Lord  Justice  Mellish. 
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J,  C.        of  the  marriage,  or,  secondly,  of  a  formal  recognition  of  him  by  La 

1872        Cloche  the  elder  as  his  Son.    Neither  is  there  evidence  of  cohabi- 

La'gloche    tation  of  the  Mother  of  the  Plaintiff  and  Thomas  La  Cloehe  the 

La  Cl  elder  after  the  marriage.    The  evidence  given  of  the  marriage 

itself  was  insufficient ;  again,  the  declaration  made  by  La  Clodie 

the  elder  at  the  time  of  the  marriage  in  London^  was  not  made 
'  before  a  competent  authority,  and  was  not  strictly  proved  in  the 
cause.  According  to  the  law  and  custom  of  Jersey ^  the  simple  fact 
of  marriage,  even  if  proved  to  have  taken  place,  would  not  be  sufiS- 
cient  of  itself  to  render  legitimate  all  previously' bom  children. 
It  appears  from  the  precedents  filed  in  the  cause  (1),  and  admit- 
ted in  the  judgment  of  the  Inferior  number  of  the  Eoyal  Court, 
that  the  recognition  of  the  child  or  children  intended  to  be  legiti- 
mated is  an  essential  requisite.  There  must  be  a  formal  recogni- 
tion of  the  child  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  in  the  Island  by  the 
Father  of  the  child,  as  his  Son  by  his  then  Wife,  in  order  to  legi- 
timise per  subsequens  matrtmonium  (2).  But  we  submit,  forther, 
that  the  marriage  which  took  place  in  England^  according  to  Eng- 
lish law,  could  not  have  the  effect  of  rendering  legitimate  La  Cloche 
the  younger,  the  previously  born  child  of  the  parents. 

Secondly,  no  provision  is  to  be  found  in  the  old  Norman  Law  in 
force  in  Jersey  for  a  case  like  the  present.  That  Law  only  treats  the 
question  in  respect  to  a  case  of  competition  of  heirs,  not  with  a  sole 
heir.  Neither  does  it  touch  the  case  of  acquired  real  property.  The 
Owner  of  acquired  real  property  in  Jersey  is  at  liberty  to  alien  and 
incumber  such  property,  in  ^hich  a  distinction  exists  from  inherited 
estate,  in  his  lifetime,  and  thereby  either  wholly  or  partially  to  dis- 
inherit his  heirs  (3).  Where  there  are  several  children,  in  the  case 
of  intestacy,  the  Law  of  Jersey  requires  the  division  of  the  estate 
in  a  certain  prescribed  manner.  If  the  Owner  gave  it  to  one  in  pre- 
ference to  the  rest,  no  doubt  on  his  death  such  a  Conveyance  could 
be  set  aside  within  a  year  and  a  day,  by  his  co-heirs  as  a  fraud  on 
the  law  of  succession.    Here,  however,  the  case  of  the  Appellant 

(1)  Acte  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  vember,  1792,  by  which  FKU,  Abcrt 
of  the  Island  of  Jersey,  10th  of  April,  and  Elizabeth  Ahert  his  Wife,  recog- 
1675,  between  Joaui  le  Masurier  and  nized  Elizabeiti  Ahert  as  their  lawfal 
Jeanne  Grandin,  child. 

(2)  Acte  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  (3)  Rep.  of  Jersey  Comms.  1861,  p. 
of  the  Island  of  Jersey,  26th  of  No-  xvi. 
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is,  that  he  is  the  only  heir  of  Thomas  La  Cloche  the  elder ;  but  a        J.  0. 
conveyance  of  the  estate  to  the  exclusion  of  an  only  child  of  the        isi^ 
Donor  is  nowhere  prohibited  in  the  older  authorities  on  Norman    la  Cloche 
Law.     The  reformed  Ooutume  de  Normandie  is  not  to  be  received  j^  quxjoe 
as  conclusive  of  the  Law  and  Castoms  of  Jersey.    Although  by        — 
that  law  a  Deed  of  gift  in  the  Father's  lifetime  to  one  of  his  co- 
heirs to  the  prejudice  of  the  rest  is  impeachable,  yet  that  rule 
does  not  apply  here ;  there  is  no  ground  for  impeaching  or  setting 
aside  the  Deed  of  gift  to  the  Donor's  Grandson. 

Mr.  Field,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  for  the  Bespondent : — 

It  is  not  in  contention  but  that,  by  the  Law  and  customs  of  Jersey , 
Intimation  per  subsejuens  nuUrimoniuni  prevails.  It  is  recognised 
in  the  Isle  of  Man,  Quane  v.  Quane{l),  and  other  Countries  in  Europe 
where  the  Civil  Law  prevails  (2).  With  respect  to  the  points  raised 
by  the  Appellant,  first,  as  to  the  admissibility  of  the  PlaintifiTs 
evidence  in  support  of  his  title  as  Son  and  heir,  we  insist  that  the 
unanimous  decisions  of  the  Courts  below,  admitting  as  proofs  the 
evidence  filed,  were  correct,  as  those  documents  prove  all  the  facts 
necessary  to  support  the  Plaintiff's  title  as  Son  and  heir.  The  certi- 
ficates of  Baptism  and  Marriage,  the  declarations  made  thereon,  and 
recognition  of  the  Plaintiff  by  Thomas  La  Cloche  the  elder  as  his 
Sod,  were  duly  authenticated.  The  Letters  addressed  to  the  Plain- 
tiff, recognising  him  as  his  "  Dear  Son,"  and  the  conveyance  to  the 
Appellant,  in  which  he  is  described  as  his  **  Grandson,"  distinctly 
establish  the  requisite  recognition  of  paternity  required  by  the  Jersey 
law  and  customs  (3).  Becognition  of  the  child  bom  before  marriage 
may  be  in  any  form  (4),  as  by  the  French  Law :  Pothier,  Traite  du 
Conirat  de  Mariage,  Tom.  V.,  c.  2,  p.  432.  Secondly,  with  respect  to 
the  suggested  distinction  urged  by  the  Appellant,  between  acquired 
and  inherited  real  estate,  and  between  a  Deed  in  favour  of  a  Grand- 
son to  the  prejudice  of  a  Son,  where  there  is  only  one  Son,  such 
assumed  distinction  is  unfounded,  and  unsupported  by  authority, 
and  contrary  to  the  Norman  Law  authorities  received  and  acted 

(1)  8  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  63.  (4)  AcU  of  the  Royal  Court  of  Jersey, 

(2)  Ibid.note  74:  see  Surges' Comm.  20th  of  January,  1647,  between  iHie 
on  Col.  &  For.  Laws,  vol.  i.  pp.  94, 101.  Pyroutt  and  Moyase  Veneman,  ca^-ux,, 

(3)  Rep.  of  Jeney  Gomms.  1861,  p.  and  others. 
543. 


V. 

La  Cloche. 
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J.  0.  on  by  the  Caur  BoyaJe  in  Jersey.  By  such  Law  and  Castoms  2%of?iar 
1872  Xa  Cloche  the  elder  was  absolutely  forbidden  to  make  a  gratuitous 
La'cloche  donation  to  the  disinheritance  of  his  Son,  and  such  Deed  of  donation 
was  Yoid  (1).  It  is  clearly  within  the  principle  of  Jersey  Law  and 
Customs,  as  provided  by  the  GcAd'mM  riformie  de  Normandie  [Ed. 
1727] ;  Terrien's  Comentaires  de  Droiet  Civil  de  Normandie^  tit. 
"  Succession,"  [Bouen  Ed.] ;  Le  Orand  Coudumier  de  Norfnandier 
tit.  ""de  Testameni,"  421  [Ed.  1742];  and,  as  decided  by  this  Tri- 
bunal in  La  Cloche  y.  La  Cloche  (2). 

Mr.  F.  C  J.  Millar,  in  reply  :— 

The  Couiume  riformee  de  Normandie  and  Terriens  Commen- 
taries, cited  by  the  Bespondent's  Counsel,  have  no  application  to 
this  case.  They  are  of  a  date  long  anterior  to  the  separation  of 
Jersey  from  the  Duchy  of  Normandy,  and  cannot  be  received  as 
the  present  law  of  Jersey.  As  a  question  of  fact  the  evidence  \» 
not  sufficient  to  shew  the  recognition  by  Thomas  La  Cloche  the 
elder  of  the  Appellant  as  his  legitimate  child. 

1872       The  Lord  Justice  James  : — 

June  28.  Li  this  case,  which  is  an  appeal  from  the  Island  of  Jersey,  their 
Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Eoyal  Court, 
affirming  the  judgment  of  the  first  Court,  must  be  affirmed. 

Three  objections  were  taken  to  the  judgment,  which  declared  ft 
Deed  of  gift  made  in  favour  of  the  Appellant  to  be  void.  The^ 
case  of  the  Plaintiff,  the  original  Respondent,  was,  that  he  was  the 
heir-at-law  of  his  Father,  and  that  he  was  deprived  of  his  inheri- 
tance by  a  gift  made  in  the  lifetime  of  his  Father,  a  gratuitous 
donation  to  his  (the  Plaintiff's)  eldest  Son,  the  Donor's  Grandson, 
and  that  it  was  forbidden  by  the  law  of  the  Island  so  to  disinherit 
a  child,  fioth  the  Courts  in  the  Island  so  held.  But  it  was,  on 
the  part  of  the  Appellant,  contended  that  the  character  of  heir  was 
not  proved ;  first,  because  the  alleged  heir  was,  beyond  all  question, 
originally  the  illegitimate  child  of  a  woman  in  the  Island  of  Jerseif, 
and  his  legitimacy  depended  upon  that  rule  which  applies  in  the 
Island  of  Jersey,  namely,  the  rnle  that  an  illegitimate  child  maj 

(1)  Acte  of  the  Royal  Court  of  Jersey,      Suer,  oa^ux.,  against  Amiee  Bisson. 
25th   of  January,  1G56,  Nicholaa  Le  (2)  Law  Eep.  3  P.  C.  125. 
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be  legitimated  per  suhseqtiens  matrimonium.    It  was  said,  that        J.  0. 
there  was  no  sufScient  evidence  of  the  fadum  of  the  marriage.        1872 
It  was  also  said  that  it  ought  to  have  been  proved  more  strictly  and    i^  Clochk 
more  stringently  than  it  was.    The  evidence  of  the  marriage  was   ^  oloohe. 

first  of  all  a  certificate  of  the  marriage,  purporting  to  have  been        

solemnized  in  London,  between  a  person  answering  the  description 
of  the  deceased,  and  a  person  answering  the  description  of  the 
woman,  with  their  names,  residences,  and  addresses,  and  a  declara- 
tion in  writing,  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  alleged  Husband 
himself.  The  Court  in  Jersey  had  before  them  other  documents 
admitted  to  be  in  the  handwriting  of  that  Gentleman;  the  hand- 
writing must  have  been  well  known  to  a  great  many  persons  in 
the  Island,  and  the  genuineness  of  the  document  was  not  really 
disputed.  Their  Lordships  must,  therefore,  hold  that  document 
well  proved,  and  that  document  is  a  declaration  of  the  Father 
made  at  the  time  before  the  Clergyman,  and  stating  the  object  of 
the  marriage  to  be  for  the  purpose  of  legitimating  the  child. 

That  being  so,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  there  was 
8uflScient  evidence  before  the  Court  of  the  factum  of  the  marriage. 
It  was  then  contended  that,  although  there  was  the  factum  of  the 
marriage,  there  was  not  that  formal  recognition  of  the  child  which 
it  was  contended  ought  to  have  been  made.  It  is  not  easy  to  see 
what  was  the  particular  character  and  nature  of  the  recognition 
which  it  was  alleged  ought  to  have  been  made  to  give  effect  to  it. 

There  was  no  authority  cited  to  their  Lordships,  and  no  principle 
has  been  suggested  to  them,  on  which  they  can  hold  that  there  is 
any  particular  mode  or  form  requisite  to  the  validity  of  such  a 
recognition.  The  principle  in  all  these  cases  is,  that  where  a  man 
marries  a  woman  who  has  had  an  illegitimate  child,  whether  that 
child  is  thenceforth  to  be  considered  the  legitimate  child  of  the 
man  must  depend  on  the  only  evidence  which  can  generally  be 
given  of  it ;  that  is  to  say,  the  man's  recognition  of  his  paternity — 
if  that  is  sufiBcientiy  and  abundantly  proved,  it  does  not  signify  in 
^hat  particular  manner  that  recognition  is  effected.  In  this  case 
the  recognition  is  abundant.  First  of  all  there  is  the  declaration 
of  the  Father  at  the  time  of  the  marriage ;  the  Letters  to  the  Son, 
describing  him  as  his  Son,  Letters  in  which  the  Father  talks  of 
the  woman  as  bis  Wife;  and,  above  all  and  beyond  all,  there  is 
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J.  a       the  Deed  itself,  on  which  the  Appellant's  own  case  proceeds,  which 
1872       is  a  gift  to  him  as  Grandson — as  the  Son  of  that  Son.    It  is 
La  Cloche   difficult  to  conceive  any  stronger  recognition  of  paternity  than 
T    Q '         where  the  Son  not  only  is  recognised,  but  the  Son  of  that  Son  is 
recognised  as  the  Grandson,  in  the  very  Deed  which  is  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  suit. 

Well,  then,  the  character  of  the  Plaintiff  being  established,  the 
next  question  is,  whether  the  gift  to  the  Son  of  that  Son  is  suffi- 
cient to  deprive  the  Son  of  his  right  to  his  inheritance  ?    It  was 
contended  that  the  law  of  Normandy,  which  is  the  law  in  the 
Island  of  Jersey,  does  not  specifically  provide  for  that  case,  that 
that  law  only  deals,  in  terms,  with  a  case  of  competition  between 
heirs,  the  case  where  there  are  two  or  more  heirs,  in  which  case  it 
was  admitted  that  a  man  could  not  give  a  gift  to  one  so  as  to 
disinherit  another  of  any  part  of  his  inheritance.      But  it  was 
said,  that  the  case  of  giving  away  from  an  only  child  is  nowhere 
comprehended  in  anything  said  in  the  older  Books,  and  it  was 
also  contended  that  we  could  not  look  at  what  was  called  the 
Beformed  Customs  of  the  Duchy  of  Normandy.  There  seems  upon 
that  latter  point  to  be  a  fallacy.    These  collections  of  Customs  are 
not  written  laws  at  all ;  they  are  not  legislative  Acts  within  the 
letter  of  which  persons  are  to  be  brought.    They  are  written  illus- 
trations, written  evidences,  authoritative  declarations  of  what  the 
unwritten  Common  Law  or  custom  of  the  Country  was^  and  unless 
it  can  be  shewn  that  in  that  to  which  their  Lordships  have  been 
referred — the  Beformed  Custom — some  new  principle  had  been 
introduced  by  legislative  or  other  sufficient  authority  in  the  Duchy 
of  Normandy f  subsequent  to  the  separation,  the  Beformed  Custom 
of  the  Duchy  oi  Normandy  can  be  looked  at  as  evidence  of  what 
the  old  law  was,  just  as  CoTce  upon  Littleton  would  be  looked  at 
as  evidence  in  Marylavd  or  Virginia  of  what  the  Common  Law  of 
England  was,  and  just  in  the  same  way  as  the  decisions  of  our 
Courts  of  Common  Law  and  Equity  to  this  day  are  admitted  as 
evidence  in  every  Country  which  has  derived  its  law  from  Engiand 
of  what  the  old  law  was  (1).    Probably  it  is  not  very  material  for 

(1)  It  appears  that  tlie  customary  and  were  afterwards  reformed  by  the 
LawsofJ^nce  were  reduced  to  writing  same  authority.  By  an  Ordonnaneet 
by  the  authority  of  the  French  Crown,     dated  from  Moniil  les  Tours,  in  1453, 
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the  dedfiion  of  this  oase  to  refer  to  it^  but  the  Reformed  Customs  is 
•evid^oe  of  what  the  law  was  imderstood  to  be.  In  the  Beformed 
Customs  it  is  said,  that  a  person  of  the  age  of  twenty  years  com- 
pleted may  giro  the  third  part  of  his  inheritancey  whether  atsqnired 
or  inherited,  to  anybody  he  likes  inter  vivos,  *'  provided  that  the 
Donee  is  not  an  immediate  heir  of  the  giver  or  a  descendant  from 
him  in  the  direct  line."  If  that  applies,  of  course  that  proviso 
would  entirely  exclude  the  claim  of  the  Appellant  here,  who  is  in 
a  direct  line,  that  is  to  say,  Ihe  Son  of  the  Son  of  the  Donor.  But 
in  the  old  Books  it  is  said,  (and  it  is  to  be  borne  in  mind  that  this 
is  merely  an  illustration  of  the  law  and  an  illustration  of  the  prin- 
ciple, and  is  not  intended  to  be  an  exhaustive  enumeration  of  all 
the  cases  to  which  the  law  is  applicable,)  it  is  said,  that  when  the 
Father  has  several  Sons  he  cannot  make  of  his  inheritance  one 
better  than  the  other ;  and  no  one,  be  he  Man  or  Woman,  can  give 
of  his  fief  to  any  of  those  upon  whom  it  ought  to  devolve,  nor  to 
their  heirs  who  descend  from  them  in  direct  line ;  but  after  his 
decease  the  fief  that  he  holds  and  that  which  he  has  given  shall  be 
brought  in  and  divided  equally  amongst  the  heirs.  Now,  suppos- 
ing, in  this  particular  case,  instead  of  there  being  one  Son,  there 
had  been  two  Sons,  A.  and  £.,  it  is  quite  clear,  that  the  Donor 
could  not  have  given  to  the  Son  of  A.^  to  the  exclusion  of  ii.  and 
B, ;  and  that  gift  being  void,  upon  his  death  the  property  would 


J.O. 

1872 
La  Cloche 
La  Cix)Che. 


all  the  Customs  as  they  then  stood, 
inclndingthe  modifications  by  time,  or 
Royal  Ordonnances,  were  to  be  put  in 
writing  and  submitted  to  the  Sovereign 
approbation  of  ParUment,  The  King 
issued  Letters  Patent  to  assemble  the 
three  estates  of  each  Province.  The 
Royal  Judges,  Hegistrars,  &c.,  were  to 
send  in  statements  of  all  the  customs, 
luages,  and  styles,  which  were  to  be 
written  in  Books,  and  the  whole  were 
referred  to  each  Parlement,  who  were 
to  enact  (jstatuer)  and  raster  them. 
ThiSyitappearSfWas  slowly  accomplished 
during  the  reigns  of  Charles  VIIL, 
lottw  XII.,  Francis  I.,  Eenry  II.,  and 
Charles  IX. 


The  first  official  embodiment  (reduc- 
tion officidle)  of  the  Customs  was  not 
satisfactory,  and  a  reformation  was 
effected  in  1580,  the  principal  object  of 
which  was  to  supply  certain  omissions, 
and  to  modify  certain  dispositions,  ac- 
cording to  the  changes  that  had  taken 
place  in  the  principles  of  Law  (Us 
changemens  survenus  dans  la  jurispru" 
dence).  The  Customs  so  reformed  be- 
came authoritative  (elles  out  re^pariout 
le  sceau  de  la  sanction  royale  et  le  vhit" 
aUe.caracthre  de  hi).  Institutes  Cot^ 
tumihres,  I^Antoine  Loysd,  Introduc- 
tion HistoriquCf  par  M,  Dupin  and  M. 
K  Lahoulaye  {kd,  Paris],  1846. 
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J.  C.       have  fallen  to  be  divided^  in  the  very  terms  of  this  rule,  not 

1872       between  the  Son  of  A.  and  B.y  but  between  A.  and  B.    It  would 

La  Olochk    ^^  ^^U  singulw  if»  where  he  could  not  give  to  the  Son  of  A.,  to  the 

La  Oloohb.  disinheriting  of  A.  and  B.,  he  could  give  to  the  Son  of  A.,  to  the 

disinheriting  of  A.y  he  being  sole  heir.     The  Court  of  Jersey  held, 

that  the  principle  applies  to  the  case  of  the  sole  heir  and  the  child 
of  that  sole  heir,  exactly  in  the  same  way  as  it  would  apply  if  the 
gift  had  been  to  the  Son  of  one  of  several  co-heirs.  In  all  proba- 
bility the  particular  case  of  disinheriting  an  only  Son  in  favour  of 
that  Son's  Son  was  not  mentioned  in  the  Books,  because  such  a 
case  had  never  come  before  the  Courts  for  decision. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that,  upon  the  true,  construction 
of  the  legal  propositions  in  the  older  Books,  and  the  proper  appli- 
cation of  the  principles  of  law  involved,  the  Court  of  Jersey  took 
the  right  view  in  saying  that  a  gift  to  a  person  in  a  direct  line 
from  the  heir  was  a  gift  which  could  not  prevail  against  the  descent 
of  the  property  according  to  the  laws  of  inheritance.  Their  Lord- 
ships are,  therefore,  of  opinion,  and  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty, 
that  this  appeal  be  dismissed,  and  the  decision  of  the  High  Court 
affirmed.    The  appeal,  of  course,  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Jones,  Bkudand,  dk  San. 
Solicitors  for  the  Respondent :  Saunders  &  Hawksford. 
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WILLIAM   HAY   (comhonlt   called   LORD)    .  j.c* 

WILLIAM  HAY) |  Appella^;        ^^^ 


^^^  JWy30.31. 

WILLLAM  GORDON Respondent.       — 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  CHIEF  COURT  OF  THE  PUNJAUB. 

Divorce  a  vinculo — Act  of  the  Indian  Legislature^  No.  IV,  of  1869— Dtflay  in 
bringing  suit  —  Limitation  of  suits  Act,  No,  XIV,  of  1869 — Practice — 
QualificaHon  of  rule  with  respect  to  concurrent  judgments  on  a  question  of 
fact. 

The  Indian  Divorce  Act,  No.  IV.  of  1869^  sect.  7,  provides,  that  in  all  suits 
and  proceedings  brought  under  that  Act  relief  is  to  be  given  on  principles  and 
rales  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Courts,  are  as  nearly  as  may  be  conform- 
able to  the  prindpies  and  rules  which  the  Court  for  Divorce  and  Matrimonial 
Causes  in  England  acts  on  and  gives  relief. 

The  alleged  cause  of  action  arose  in  1859  or  1860,  the  misconduct  of  the  Wife 
having  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Husband  in  1862.  He  took  no  steps  till 
1869,  when  he  brought  a  suit  in  India,  under  Act,  No.  IV.  of  1869,  for  a  divorce 
a  vinculo,  charging  his  Wife  with  adultery  with  the  oo-Respondent  A,  and 
others.  The  suit  was  heard  in  the  absence  of  A.,  and  the  Wife  did  not  appear. 
The  Court  of  First  Instance  dissolved  the  marriage.  On  an  appeal  to  the  Chief 
Court,  application  was  made  to  hear  farther  evidence,  as  provided  by  the  17th 
section  of  the  Act,  which  the  Court  refused,  and  by  its  decree  confirmed  the 
sentence  of  the  first  Court : — Held,  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  that  in  the 
absence  of  A,,  and  the  refusal  to  allow  him  to  be  examined  to  rebut  the  Plain- 
tifiTs  case,  and  considering  the  inconclusive  and  unsatisfactory  nature  of  the 
evidence,  coupled  with  the  long  delay^in  bringing  the  suit>  such  decree  of  con- 
firmation could  not  be  maintained,  and  the  sentence  reversed,  with  costs,  in 
the  Courts  below  and  on  appeal. 

The  reservations  contained  in  the  Limitation  of  suits  Act,  No.  XIV.  of 
1869,  sect.  1,  cl.  16,  do  not  apply  to  suits  for  divorce  h  vinculo. 

Although,  as  a  general  rule,  the  Judicial  Committee  will  not  reverse  the 
concurrent  findiogs  of  Courts  in  India  on  a  question  of  fact,  yet  there  may 
be  circumstances  to  take  such  findings  out  of  the  scope  of  the  general  rule,  as 
in  the  case  of  a  divorce  a  vinculo,  in  which,  by  Act,  Na  IV.  of  1869,  sect  17,  a 
decree  made  by  the  Court  of  First  Instance  is  only  binding  on  confirmation  by 
the  Chief  Court,  which  decree  is  not  to  be  considered  as  a  septets  judgment. 


I 


N  this  case  the  appeal  was  brought  from  the  Chief  Court  of  the 
Punjaiib,  which  Court  confirmed  a  decree  nisi  made  by  the  Ad- 

^  Present  :^SiR  James  William  Colyile,  Sib  Babnes  Peacock,  Sib  Mon- 
tague EnwABD  Smith,  and  Sib  Robebt  Fobbett  Collieb. 
Indian  Assbbsob  :~Sib  Lawbencb  Peel. 


Gordon. 
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J.  G.       ditional  Commissioner  of  the  UmbaUa  Divisioiiy  in  a  suit  for  the 
1872        dissolution  of  the  marriage  of  the  Bespondent  and  his  Wife, 
g^^  The  suit  was  instituted  by  the  Bespondent  under  the  Indian 

Divorce  Act,  No.  lY.  of  1869,  intituled  an  Act  *'  to  amend  the  Law 
relating  to  Divorce  (of  persons  professing  the  Christian  religion)  and 
Matrimonial  causes  in  India'*  The  Defendants  were  the  Respon- 
dent's Wife,  and  the  Appellant,  who  was  joined  as  a  co-Bespondent 
The  Bespondent  filed  his  petition  on  the  25th  of  June,  1869,  in 
the  Court  of  the  District  Judge  of  Umbana^  and  in  the  petition 
alleged,  amongst  other  things : — First,  that  he  was  on  the  19th  of 
July,  1849,  married  to  Louisa  Elizabeth  Gordon,  then  Louisa  Mizor 
leth  Mercer,  Spinster,  at  Loodiana,  in  the  Punjaub.  Secondly, 
that  from  his  marriage  he  lived  and  cohabited  with  his  Wife  at 
different  places  in  India,  and  that  there  was  no  issue  of  the  mar- 
riage. Thirdly,  that  in  the  year  1853,  at  Musnurie,  Lieutenant 
Watson  (since  dead)  and  the  Wife  of  the  Petitioner  on  divers  occa- 
sions committed  adultery  together.  Fourthly,  that  in  the  years 
1859  and  1860,  at  Simla,  the  Appellant,  then  Deputy  Commis- 
missioner  at  Simla,  and  since  of  No.  2,  Cleveland  Bow,  St.  James's, 
London,  was  in  the  habit  of  visiting  the  House  wherein  the  Peti- 
tioner's Wife  was  residing,  and  she  in  the  habit  of  visiting  the 
House  wherein  the  Appellant  was  residing,  and  that  on  di?ers 
occasions  during  that  period,  the  dates  of  which  were  unknown  to 
the  Petitioner,  the  Petitioner's  Wife  in  those  Houses  committed 
adultery  with  the  Appellant  Fifthly,  that  in  the  year  1860  the 
Petitioner's  Wife,  at  Simla,  committed  adultery  with  divers  other 
persons ;  and  the  petition  prayed  for  a  dissolution  of  the  marriage^ 
and  that  the  Appellant  be  condemned  in  costs. 

The  petition  was  personally  served  upon  the  Petitioner's  Wife^ 
who  did  not  appear,  and  has  died  since  the  institution  of  the  suit 
The  Appellant  was  also  personally  served  with  the  petition  in 
the  beginniDg  of  August,  1869,  and  on  the  13th  of  that  month  he 
forwarded  instructions  to  India^  and  on  the  29th  of  September 
following.  Counsel  appeared  for  the  AppelIant,^who  by  his  answer 
denied  the  adultery  and  prayed  that  the  petition  might  be  dis- 
missed as  against  him. 

The  cause  was  assigned  for  hearing  on  the  1st  of  October 
following,  and  was,  at  the  instance  of  the  Counsel  for  the  Appellant, 
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adjourned  to  the  15th  of  that  month,  when  the  issues  in  the  cause  j.  c. 
were  settled,  and  the  further  hearing  was  fixed  for  November  1872 
foUowiug. 

No  application  for  any  further  adjournment  was  made  on  behalf 
of  either  party,  and  on  the  18th  of  November,  1869,  the  cause 
came  on  for  trial  before  the  additional  Commissioner  at  the  Court 
of  UnibdUa,  and  on  that  day,  and  the  following  day,  Witnesses 
were  examined  and  cross-examined  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant  and 
Bespondent,  the  substanoe  and  effect  of  whose  examination  is 
stated  and  commented  upon  in  their  Lordships'  judgment 

On  the  19th  of  that  month  the  additional  Commissioner,  Mr. 
/•  W.  Mcicnahb,  made  a  decree  nisi  for  the  dissolution  of  the  mar- 
riage, and  condemned  the  Appellant  in  costs. 

This  decree  was  remitted  for  confirmation,  as  required  by  sect.  17 
of  the  Act,  No.  IV.  of  1869,  to  the  Chief  Court  of  the  Punjaub, 
when  the  Appellant  filed  a  petition  to  that  Court,  submitting  the 
following  points: — ^First,  that  the  suit  was  barred  by  limitation 
and  unreasonable  delay.  Secondly,  that  the  evidence  as  against 
the  Appellant  was  not  trustworthy,  and  was  insufficient.  Thirdly, 
that  there  was  no  corroboration  in  the  Bespondent's  Letters  of 
the  evidence  of  the  Witnesses  for  the  Petitioner.  Fourthly,  that 
the  Appellant  had  been  prejlidiced  and  taken  by  surprise  by  the 
speedy  action  of  the  Court  below  and  by  the  non-existence  of 
roles  of  praotioe.  Fifthly,  that  the  Appellant  was,  and  always 
had  been,  willing  to  tender  himself  as  a  Witness  in  the  cause, 
bat  that  no  special  rules  had  been  made,  as  required  by  the 
62nd  section  of  the  Divorce  Ast^  No.  IV.  of  1869,  to  govern  the 
procedure  and  proceedings  taken  under  that  Act,  and  he  prayed 
that  if  the  petition  was  not  otherwise  dismissed  as  against  him,  his 
evidence  might  be  taken  by  commission.  Sixthly,  that,  other 
co-Bespondents  besides  the  Appellant  should  have  been  cited,  and 
that  the  omission  had  prejudiced  him  in  the  matter  of  damages 
and  costs. 

The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  before  the  Chief  Court,  on  the 
23rd  day  of  July,  1870,  and  after  hearing  Counsel  on  behalf  of  the 
Appellant  and  Bespondent,  that  Court,  consisting  of  the  Judges 
C,  R.  Lindsay,  JS.  S.  Ctmninffham,  and  J,  8.  Campbell,  declined  to 
exercise  the  power  vested  in  the  Court  under  the  17th  section  of 
the  Act,  to  direct  further  evidence  to  be  taken  for  the  Appellant ; 
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J.  0.     .  and  after  distingoishing  the  eTidence  in  the  cause,  which  the  Gonrt 
1872       held  admissible,  from  inadmissible  evidence,  made  a  decree  con- 
Hay       firming  the  decree  niai  of  the  Additional  Commissioner  for  the  dis- 
OoittKJN      solution  of  the  marriage,  and  condemning  the  Appellant  in  costs. 

From  this  decree  of  aflBrmance  the  Appellant  brought  this 

appeal : — 

Dr.  Deane^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Leiih^  for  the  Appellant : — 

This  is  the  first  case  appealed  from  India  under  Act,  No.  IV.  of 
1869,  decreeing  a  divorce  d  vinculo  on  the  ground  of  adultery  on 
the  part  of  the  Wife.  The  only  relief  before  that  Act  was  a  sentence 
of  divorce  d  mensd  et  ihoro.  It  is  an  important  consideration  iu 
this  case  to  observe  that  the  Courts  in  India  have  erroneously 
proceeded.  \  Justice  has  miscarried  in  the  Courts  below,  particu- 
larly by  the  refusal  of  the  High  Court  on  the  application  of  the 
Appellant  for  further  inquiry  and  a  Commission  to  examine  him  in 
England^  to  allow  additional  evidence  to  be  taken  under  the  powers 
given  to  the  Court  by  sect.  17  of  that  Act  The  Court  ought 
to  have  given  effect  to  the  Appellant's  affidavit,  which  positively 
denied  the  adultery  charged,  and  dismissed  the  suit,  or  to  have 
ordered  additional  evidence.  No  rules  or  regulations  for  the  prac- 
tice of  the  Court,  as  directed  by  the  62nd  section,  have  been  issued ; 
therefore,  the  Court  was  in  this  case  governed  by  the  rules  and 
principles  of  the  English  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Court  The 
evidence  against  the  Appellant  was  untrustworthy  and  insufficient. 
The  mere  inference,  or  presumption,  that  the  adultery  charged  had 
been  committed,  and  upon  which  the  judgments  of  both  Courts  were 
really  based,  was  not  justified  by  the  legal  evidence  in  the  suit. 

Secondly,  the  Courts  ought  to  have  held  that  the  plea  that  the 
suit  was  barred  by  the  Limitation  of  mits  Act^  No.  XFV.  of  1859, 
8.  1,  cl.  16,  six  years  having  elapsed.  Even  if  the  Act  did  not 
operate  as  a  bar,  the  diarge  being  a  stale  one^  and  great  delay  on 
the  part  of  the  Bespondent  having  taken  place,  his  petition  ought 
on  that  ground  alone  to  have  been  dismissed. 

Mr.  C.  E.  PoUock,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  B.  A.  Pritehard,  for  the 
Bespondent : — 

Firsts  the  Limitation  of  suits  Act,  No.  XI Y.  of  1859,  sect  I, 
cl.  16,  cannot  apply  to  a  suit  for  divorce.    That  Act  is  limited  to 
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the  purposes  prescribed  in  it,  and  no  general  words  of  reservation  J.  0. 
in  respect  to  limitation  of  snits  can  be  imported  so  as  to  operate  1872 
as  a  bar  to  a  suit  seeking  a  divorce  a  vinculo.  The  Divorce  Act,  ^J2y 
No.  IV.  of  1869,  sect.  7,  provides,  that  the  relief  shall  be  governed 
bv  the  same  principles  as  are  administered  by  the  Divorce  and 
Matrimonial  Court  in  England.  No  English  Statute  of  Limitations 
in  this  Country  is  a  bar  to  such  a  suit  as  this.  Secondly,  there 
was  no  unreasonable  delay  in  bringing  the  suit:  the  Appellant  was 
residing  in  England.  Thirdly,  we  submit,  that  the  proceedings  in 
the  Court  below  were  in  every  respect  regular.  The  Appellant 
was  represented  by  Counsel,  who  had  ample  opportunity  of  apply- 
ing to  the  Court  of  First  Instance  to  adjourn  the  cause  for  examina- 
tion of  the  Appellant,  if  necessary,  but  he  did  not  do  so.  Here 
the  native  Witnesses  were  examined  viva  voce  before  the  District 
Judge,  who  was  well  qualified  from  personal  observation  to  decide 
as  to  the  credibility  of  their  testimony.  Lastly,  it  is  a  general  rule 
of  this  Tribunal  not  to  disturb  concurrent  judgments  of  the  Courts 
below  in  a  question  of  fact :  Thurburn  v.  Stetoard  (1). 

SiE  BoBEBT  Collier  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  brought  by  Lord  WiUiam  Hay,  the  co-Respon- 
dent,  against  a  judgment  of  the  Chief  Court  of  the  Punjaiib,  con- 
firming a  judgment  of  the  Additional  Commissioner  at  UmbaHa, 
whereby  Colonel  Gordon  obtained  a  dissolution  of  his  marriage 
with  his  Wife  on  the  ground  of  her  adultery  with  Lord  William  Hay^ 
and  Lord  WiUiam  Hay  was  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

Before  the  year  1869,  the  Courts  in  India  had  only  power  to- 
decree  divorces  d  vnenta  et  ihoro.  The  power  of  the  Court  of 
Divorce  in  this  Country  of  granting  divorces  a  vinetdo,  was  first 
introduced  into  India  by  Act,  No.  IV,  of  1869,  which  by  sect.  7 
enacts,  that  subject  to  its  provisions  ''the  High  and  District  Courts 
shall  in  all  suits  and  proceedings  hereunder,  act  and  give  relief  on 
principles  and  rules  which  in  the  opinion  of  the  said  Courts  are  as 
nearly  as  may  be  conformable  to  the  principles  and  rules  on  which 
the  Court  for  Divorce  and  Matrimonial  causes  in  England  for  the 
time  being  acts  and  gives  relief."  There  is  a  power  given  in  the 
62nd  section  to  make  niles  and  regulations  not  inconsistent  with  the 

(1)  Law  Kep.  3  P.  C.  478. 
Vol.  IV.  3  2  P 
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J.  C.  Act  and  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  in  India.  But  it  appears  that 
1872  no  rules  or  regulations  have  been  made,  and,  therefore,  the  principles 
Hay  ^^^  mles  which  obtain  in  the  Divorce  Court  in  this  Country  are,  as 
nearly  as  may  be,  to  be  applied  in  India.  Power  is  given  to  Dis- 
trict Judges,  in  the  first  instance,  to  hear  divorce  causes,  but  their 
decrees  are  not  final,  or,  indeed,  operative  at  all,  until  confirmed  by 
the  Decree  of  the  High  Court,  which  Court  is  empowered  to  direct 
further  inquiry  to  be  made  or  additional  evidence  to  be  taken. 
In  this  case  the  High  Court  was  the  Chief  Court  of  the  Pim/aoi. 
The  first  question  which  has  been  raised  is,  whether  or  not  the  Act 
of  LimUationa  of  suits  is  a  bar  to  this  suit  ?  It  is  argued  that  the 
cause  of  action  arose  in  the  year  1859  or  1860,  when  the  acts  of 
adultery  are  said  to  have  been  committed,  or  at  all  events  in  the  year 
1862,  when  Colonel  Gordon  says  that  the  misconduct  of  his  Wife 
came  to  his  knowledge.  Act,  No.  XIV.  of  1859,  after  prescribing 
particular  terms  of  limitation  for  certain  actions,  enacts  by  sect.  1, 
cl.  16,  that  with  respect  to  all  suits  and  actions  not  brfore  q)ecifi- 
cally  provided  for  the  term  of  six  years  shall  apply,  that  is  six 
years  from  the  time  when  the  cause  of  action  accrued.  Their 
Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  the  provisions  of  that  Act  do  not 
apply  to  suits  for  divorce  a  vinculo,  which  at  the  time  when  it 
passed  were  unknown  in  India.  They  are  confirmed  in  the  view 
which  they  have  taken  of  the  intention  of  the  Legi^ature  by  the 
Limitation  of  suits  Aot,  which  was  passed  last  year  {Act,  No.  IX  of 
1871),  which  by  sect.  1,  expressly  enacts,  that  its  provisions  shall 
not  apply  to  suits  under  the  Indian  Divorce  Act.  - 

The  Appellant  further  relied  substantially  upon  two  grounds, 
the  first  was  that  justice  had  not  beeti.done  him  in  this  suit,  inas- 
much as  he  ought  to  have  had  an  opportunity  of  being  estamined  in 
this  Country  by  a  commission ;  and,  secondly,  that  upon  the  general 
merits  of  the  case  the  decree  was  wrong. 

With  respect  to  the  first  question,  the  material  facts  appear  to 
be  these.  The  alleged  adultery  was  in  the  years  1859  «nd  1860. 
The  Petitioner  does  not  aver  with  any  particularity  at  what  time 
in  those  years  the  acts  of  adultery  were  committed.  Lord  WtUiam 
Hay  left  India  in  1862,  and  has  resided  in  Englafid  ever  since. 
In  1862  Colonel  Gordon  says  he  became  aware  of  his  Wife's  adul- 
tery by  what  he  regarded  as  a  confession  by  her,  in  a  Letter  which 
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will  be  subsequently  referred  to,  and  that  at  that  time  he  endea-        J.  C. 
voared  to  establish  a  case  by  the  examination  of  Witnesses  in        i872 
India;  but  it  would  appear  that  those  very  Witnesses,  who  have        ^^  ' 
been  now  called  for  hiln,  at  that  time  either  could  not.  or  would     ^  ^' 
not,  give  evidence  sufficient  to  establish  his  case.    This  suit  was       — 
instituted  in  June,  1869.    Lord  William  Hay  for  the  first  time, 
heard  of  it  on  receiving  the  summons  in  the  beginning  of  August 
in  that  year.    Upon  that  he  immediately  took  what  undoubtedly 
)vas  the  proper  proceeding  of  applying  to  an  able  Counsel  for  his 
opinion,  and  that  Counsel  advised,  in  substance,  that  application 
should  be  made  to  the  Court  in  India  for  further  particulars,  and 
upon  these  particulars  being  obtained,  for  a  commission  for  the 
examination  of  Lord  William  Hay. 

Lord  Wmiam  Eay^  upon  the  13th  of  August,  1869,  wrote  to 
Mr.  ChUiioimy  at  Simla,  who  held  a  power  of  attorney  from  him, 
enclosing  a  copy  of  his  Counsel's  opinion,  and  requesting  that  an 
Advocate  might  be  retained  for  him  to  act  upon  the  instructions 
therein  contained.  It  appears  that  Mr.  Cunningham  was  so 
retained,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  this  Gentleman  acted  in 
conformity  with  those  instructions,  the  reasons  for  his  not  so  acting 
<lo  not  appear. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  the  Commissioner  of  Omballa,  on  the 
18th  and  19ih  of  November,  1869.  The  Commissioner  pronounced 
against  Lord  William  Hay,  decreeing  a  dissolution  of  the  marriage 
on  the  ground  of  adultery  with  him,  and  condemning  him  in  costs. 
Lord  William  May  states  in  his  affidavit,  that  he  was  not  aware  of 
this  decision  until  January  of  the  next  year,  1870,  when  he  re- 
ceived a  short  report  of  the  case  in  the  MofussUUe  Newspaper ; 
that  he  then  sent  out  an  affidavit  (which  appears  in  the  record), 
denying  his  guilt,  stating  a  variety  of  circumstances,  and  among 
other  things,  setting  out  the  opinion  of  Counsel  above  referred  to. 
In  pursuance  of  that  affidavit,  and  a  petition  which  he  also  sent  to 
hdia,  it  appears  that  his  Counsel,  Mr.  Pbwden,  before  the  Chief 
Court  of  the  Punjaub,  upon  the  19th  of  May,  presented  a  petition 
to  that  Courty  containing  various  grounds  of  defencoi  and  stating 
this,  among  other  things,  that  *'  The  co-Kespondent  is,  and  always 
has  been,  willing  to  tender  himself  as  a  Witness  in  the  case,and  prays 
that,  if  the  petition  be  not  otherwise  dismissed  as  against  him,  his 
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J.  CL        evidence  may  be  taken  by  commission."    Upon  the  hearing  of  the 
1872        cause  before  the  Chief  Court  of  the  Punjavbf  in  July,  1870,  the 
H^        Court  declined  to  comply  with  this  request,  on  these  grounds^ 
GoKDos      ^^^y  ®*y "   '*  ^®  ^^  ^^  likelihood  of  any  sort  of  advantageous 
—        result  from  the  issue  of  a  commission.     We  have  Lord  William 
Hay* 8  positive  denial  on  oath  on  the  record,  and  though  we  should 
be  anxious  to  offer  a  litigant  so  circumstanced  every  possible 
facility  and  indulgence  in  the  hearing  of  the  case,  it  is  not,  we 
think,  necessary,  and  would  not,  therefore,  be  expedient  now,  at  the 
last  moment,  to  re-open  the  proceedings  by  the  grant  of  a  com- 
mission whibh  could  scarcely  bring  any  new  fact  before  us,  would 
place  Lord  William  Hay's  disavowal  in  no  stronger  a  light,  and 
would  postpone  the  relief  prayed  for,"  and  the  Court  subsequently 
made  this  observation :  **  With  regard  to  the  co-Respondent,  we 
have  further  to  remark,  that  his  explanation  of  his  proceedings  is 
not,  in  our  opinion,  satisfactory,  and  that  we  cannot  regard  the 
course  which  he  has  pursued  as  in  any  degree  adequate  to  the 
gravity  of  the  occasion,  or  as  indicating  a  serious  intention  to  resist 
the  present  proceedings.'* 

Their  Lordships  are  not  able  to  agree  with  the  Chief  Court  that 
Lord  WiUiam  Hay's  general  denial  in  the  affidavit,  is  at  all  equi- 
valent to  what  would  or  might  have  been  a  circumstantial  denial 
by  him  of  the  facts  stated  by  the  Witnesses,  or  an  explanation  of 
these  facts,  upon  an  examination  by  a  commission  ;  and  they  are 
also  unable  to  agree  with  the  Chief  Court  in  the  remark,  that  they 
cannot  regard  the  course  pursued  by  him  as  adequate  to  the  gravity 
of  the  occasion,  or  as  indicating  a  serious  intention  to  resist  the 
proceedings.  Their  Lordships  see  no  reason  to]  doubt  that  Lord 
WiUiamHay  has  all  along,  seriously  and  earnestly  desired  to  resist 
these  proceedings  to  the  best  of  his  ability. 

Upon  this  part  of  the  case  their  Lordships  have  come  to  the 
conclusion,  that  it  would  have  been  desirable  and  proper,  under  all 
the  circumstances,  to  accede  to  Lord  WiBiam  Hay's  application  for 
a  commission  to  examine  him. 

But  their  Lordships  do  not  rest  their  decision  upon  this  ground. 
After  giving  the  whole  case  their  best  consideration,  they  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  is  no  sufficient  evidence  upon 
which  this  decree  against  Lord  William  Hay  can  be  supported. 
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In  their  Lordships'  opinion,  the  evidence  against  Lord  William  J.  C. 
Say  is  entirely  that  of  the  native  Witnesses.  Before  coming  to  1872 
this,  however,  it  is  well  to  make  an  observation  upon  other  evidence  ttX 
which  was  admitted  in  the  case,  and  which  undoubtedly  was  ad-     GoBbow 

missible  as  against  the  Respondent,  Mrs.  Gordon^  viz.  her  own        

confessions,  or  what  are  contended  to  have  been  her  own  confes- 
sions. Ab  far  as  the  correspondence  is  concerned,  the  only  passage 
which  in  any  way  bears  upon  her  relations  with  Lord  WiUiamSay^ 
is  the  following  in  Letter  "H,"  which  must  have  been  written 
wmewhere  about  April,  1862,  from  England^  to  her  Husband  then 
in  India ;  "  I  have  your  Letters  as  to  what  occurred  at  Simla. 
Herbert  always  told  me  that  you  knew  of  it,  and  did  not  care. 
Lord  William  Hay  told  me  the  same  thing.  Herbert  always  told 
me  that  Emily  knew  of  it,  and  I  firmly  believe  that  both  you  and 
she  did."  What  she  is  writing  about  here  is  clearly  misconduct  of 
her  own,  and  it  may  be  assumed  to  be  adultery  with  a  Gentleman 
at  8im2a,  referred  to  by  the  name  of  Herbert.  It  appears  that  the 
person  here  designated  as  ^^  Herbert*'  told  her  that  her  Husband  knew 
of  this  adultery,  and  did  not  care.  She  also  says  '^  Lord  William 
Eay  told  me  the  same  thing."  It  appears  to  their  Lordships,  that 
the  view  taken  of  this  expression  in  her  Letter  by  the  Court  above 
is  more  correct  than  that  taken  by  the  Court  below,  viz.  that  it 
does  not  amount  to  a  confession  on  her  part  of  any  adulterous  inter- 
eoorse  with  Lord  William  Hay,  but  merely  to  a  statement  of  a  con- 
versation with  him  on  the  subject  of  her  misconduct  with  another 
person,  and  her  Husband's  supposed  sentiments  regarding  it. 

On  this  part  of  the  case — the  Lady's  confessions — a  Mrs.  Byrne 
is  called,  who  lives  at  Simla,  and  whose  House  Mrs.  Gordon  rented. 
This  Lady  is  the  Grandmother  of  a  Mr.  Johnson,  who  was  retained 
in  this  case  to  get  up  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  Colonel  Gordon, 
and  she  does  speak  to  a  communication  from  Mrs.  Gordon  which 
would  undoubtedly  lead  to  the  inference  that  she  had  committed 
adultery  with  Lord  William  Hay.  It  is  certainly  somewhat  re- 
niarkable,  as  has  been  forcibly  remarked  by  Dr.  Deane,  that  this 
Lady  should,  if  the  statement  be  correct,  not  have  communicated 
it  in  1862  to  Colonel  Gordon,  who  was  then  attempting  to  procure 
efficient  evidence  to  obtain  a  divorce,  as  Mrs.  Byrne  must  probably 
have  well  known. 
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J.  0.  Their  Lordships  have  thought  it  necessary  to  say  a  word  upon 

1872        this  part  of  the  case,  although  no  statements  of  Mrs.  Oorion, 

Hat        written  or  verbal,  are,  according  to  well-known  principles  of  law, 

Gordon      ^naissible  against  Lord  William  Hay  ;  and  they  now  refer  to  the 

only  evidence  against  him,  which  is  that  of  the  native  Witnesses. 

Without  going  through  that  evidence  in  detail,  it  may  be  enough 
to  say,  that  part  of  it  is  simply  hearsay,  and  of  an  extremely 
unsatisfactory  and  loose  character,  to  say  the  least  of  it,  such  as 
that  of  Boonah,  who  speaks  of  having  seen  a  Horse  tied  up  near 
Mrs.  Oordon*8  House  at  twelve  o'clock  at  night,  which  she  heard 
from  some  Grooms  was  the  Horse  of  Lord  William  Hay,  those 
Grooms  not  being  called.  There  is  evidence  of  Lord  William  Ea\f 
coming  to  the  House  on  a  good  many  occasions  and  dining  there 
very  frequently,  but  that  is  not  evidence  which,  if  taken  alone, 
would  at  all  lead  to  the  inference  of  adultery.  There  is  the  evi- 
dence of  a  Jampan  Bearer  to  the  effect,  that  on  three  occasions 
he,  together  with  other  Bearers  (it  appears  there  would  be  four 
Bearers  of  the  Jampan),  took  Mrs.  Gordon  to  Lord  William  Ecy's 
House  about  eight  or  nine  o'clock  at  night,  it  does  not  appear  at 
what  time  in  the  year.  -  According  to  his  account,  the  Jampan 
Bearers  and  the  Jampan  remained  outside,  visible  to  all  persons 
who  might  be  passing,  which  would  not  point  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  visits  were  of  an  adulterous  or  even  of  a  clandestine 
character.  Further,  there  is  the  evidence  of  a  man  of  the  name 
of  Torab,  who  had  been  in  the  service  of  Colonel  Gordon  from  the 
year  1856  down  to  the  present  time,  and  this  is  the  only  Witness 
who  speaks  of  any  familiarities  between  Lord  William  Hay  and 
Mrs.  Gordon.  His  statement  is  to  the  effect,  that  Lord  WiBiam 
Hay  frequently  came  to  Mrs.  Gordon's  House  when  her  Husband 
was  absent  (indeed  her  Husband  does  not  seem  to  have  been  much 
at  Simla),  that  Lord  William  Hay  came  to  dinner  two  or  three 
times  a  week,  sometimes  in  company,  sometimes  alone,  and  the 
Witness  goes  on  to  say,  that  when  he  would  take  away  the  Coffee, 
Mrs.  Gordon  and  Lord  William  Hay  would  be  sitting  on  a  sofa 
together,  he  with  his  arm  round  her  waist.  This  Witness  appeals 
in  confirmation  of  his  statements  to  the  evidence  of  an  Ayah  of  the 
name  of  Peerun,  who,  if  not  supposed  to  have  witnessed  the  same 
familiarity,  still  was  constantly  in  the  House,  and  would,  of  course, 
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perfectly  well  know,  whether  Lord  WiUiam  Hay  was  there  fre-       J.  C 
quently  or  not.     Torah  says,  that  the  Ayah  was  aware  of  the       1872 
frequency  of  Lord  William  Hay's  visits,  and  of  the  familiarity        hIy 
between  Lord  WiUiam  Hay  and  Mrs.  Gordon^  and  that  he  and  the 
AycJh  were  in  the  habit  of  discossing  it  together,  and  both  of  them 
discussing  it  with  Mrs.  Byrne.    He  also  states  that,  in  the  year 
1862,  when  he  was  in  Colonel  Oordon's  service,  upon  Colonel 
Gordon  questioning  him  concerning  the  facts  to  which  he  was  then 
deposing,  he  denied  all  knowledge  of  them ;  he  adds,  "  last  year 
Colonel  Gordon  gave  me  great  encouragement"  {dilasa  is  the 
native  word)  "  to  speak  the  truth,  and  promised  to  forgive  me 
everything  if  I  would ;  then  I  told  the  Sahib" 

The  Ayah,  Peertm,  upon  being  called,  contradicts  the  evidence 
of  Torab  ;   and  is,  in  fact^  a  Witness  in  favour  of  Ijord  WiUiam 
Bay.    She,  instead  of  confirming  the  account  which  Torcih  had 
given  as  to  Lord  WiUiam  Bay's  frequent  visits  and  his  intimacy 
with  Mrs.  Gordon,  says :  ^  I  was  in  Mrs.  Gordon's  service  about 
nine  years  ago.     Know  of  nothing  between  her  and  Lord  WiUiam 
Bay.   He  only  called  on  her  twice  to  my  knowledge ;"  this  entirely 
agrees  with  Lord  WiUiam  Hay's  own  account  in  his  aiS&davit,  where 
he  says,  that  he  only  called  twice  upon  Mrs.  Gordon;  one  of  his 
visits  being  to  a  certain  extent  on  a  matter  of  business,  and  that 
he  dined  once  in  the  House  of  Colonel  Gordon.    She  does  speak, 
and  so  does  one  other  Witness,  to  an  occurrence,  certainly  some* 
what  extraordinary,  viz.  Mrs.  Gordon  going  to  Lord  WiUiam  Hay's 
House  at  night,  or  late  in  the  evening,  breaking  some  of  his 
windows  and  cutting  some  creepers  outside  the  House.    Pursoo, 
the  other  Witness  who  speaks  to  this  transaction,  represents  that 
Lord  WiUiam  Hay  declined  to  have  anything  to  say  to  her.    He 
says, "  I  told  the  Sahib ;  he  said,  if  she  won't  go  send  for  the 
guard,  as  she  was  drunk  and  might  strike  me  with  the  Eiufe.    I 
peraoaded  her  to  go  home."    That  is  all  we  know  of  that  trans- 
action, which  certainly  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  be  no  evidence 
of  adultery. 

It  has  been  already  said  that  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that 
the  only  evidence  against  Lord  WiUiam  Hay  was  that  of  the 
native  Witnesses.  It  is  true  that  the  Chief  Court  does  speak  of 
that  evidence  as  being  corroborated  in  one  highly  important 
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J.  0.       particular  by  Mr.  Johnson^  the  Gentleman  who  was  employed  to  get 

1872       up  the  case.    But  their  Lordships  do  not  take  the  same  view  of 

Hay       ^^  evidence  of  Mr.  Johnson,    The  passage  to  which  the  Chief 

Gordon      Court  refers  would  appear  to  be  this :  "  One  morning  I  was  taking 

—       my  early  ride  about  7  or  7'30.    I  saw  Mrs.  Gordon  coming  down 

the  steps  [which  lead  out  of  Littletoood  ;  the  Ayah  was  with  her. 

I  passed  close  to  her  but  did  not  speak ;  her  hair  was  hanging 

down."    It  dDes  not  appear  to  their  Lordships  that  the  fact  of 

Mr.  Johnson  meeting  this  Lady  between  7  and  8  o'clock  in  the 

morning  in  company  with  a  maid  walking  down  steps,  which 

would  seem  to  be  public  ones,  leading,  it  is  true,  to  Lord  WiUiam 

Hay'a  House,  but  also  to  other  places,  does  afford  any  corroborative 

evidence  which  can  be  relied  on  of  the  statements  of  the  native 

Witnesses. 

The  case,  therefore,  in  their  Lordships'  view,  as  far  as  Lord 
WiUiam  Hay  is  concerned,  resolves  itself  into  this :  the  only  part 
of  the  evidence  of  any  importance  is  that  of  a  native  servant  who 
in  1862  denied  all  knowledge  of  what  he  asserted  in  1869,  and 
this  servant  is  contradicted  by  a  fellow  servant  whom  he  vouches. 
\^  Loi*d  WiUiam  Hay  must  be  taken,  as  the  Chief  Court  of  thu 
Punjavh  properly  assumes,  to  have  given  a  general  denial  of  the 
tnith  of  this  evidence ;  if  that  denial  has  not  been  specific,  and 
has  not  been  tested  by  cross-examination,  the  fault,  having  regard 
to  his  desire  to  be  examined  on  commission,  cannot  be  regarded 
as  his. 

Under  these  circumstances,  their  Lordships  have  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  this  decree  cannot  be  maintained. 

Their  Lordships  are  not  unmindful  that  they  have  on  more  than 
one  occasion,  laid  it  down  as  a  geneval  rule,  subject  to  possible 
exceptions,  that  they  would  not  reverse  the  concurrent  findings  of 
two  Courts  on  a  question  of  fact.  But  they  consider  that  the  cir- 
cumstances of  this  case  are  of  so  peculiar  a  character  as  to  take  it 
out  of  the  scope  of  that  general  rule.  They  are  dealing  with  a 
jurisdiction  of  an  important  and  delicate  character,  new  to  the 
Courts  of  India.  This  is  certainly  the  first  case  which  has  come 
before  their  Lordships,  and  probably  not  many  suits  of  this  descrip- 
tion have  been  tried  in  India.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  this 
case  it  can  scarcely  be  said  that  there  have  been  two  separate 
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jadgmentSy  inasmuch  as  the  Legislature  has  not  thought  it  safe  to  J.C. 
entrust  the  Court  below  with  the  power  of  pronouncing  decisions  1872 
which  would  be  binding  if  not  appealed  against,  but  have  made  hat 
these  decisions  operative  only  on  confirmation  by  the  High  Court,     Gow>o!r 

whose  confirmatory  judgment  is  practically  the  judgment  in  the        

suit  It  is  further  to  be  observed  that  the  Court  below  was  clearly 
wrong  in  accepting  as  evidence  against  Lord  William  Hay  the 
statements  of  Mrs.  Gordon,  and  regarding  those  statements  as  con- 
firming the  credibility  of  the  evidence  of  the  native  Witnesses 
against  him.  It  is  true  that  the  Chief  Court  distinguishes  between 
the  evidence  which  was  admissible  as  against  Mrs.  Gordon,'and, 
that  which  was  admissible  as  against  the  co-Bespondent  At  the 
same  time  they  attach  a  good  deal  of  importance  to  the  finding  of 
the  Judge  below  upon  the  credibility  of  the  native  Witnesses, 
based  as  that  finding  was  in  a  great  measure  upon  evidence  not 
Admissible. 

For  these  reasons  their  Lordships  have  come  to  the  conclusion, 
that  it  is  not  one  of  the  cases  to  which  the  ordinary  rule  above 
mentioned  should  be  applied. 

Their  Lordships  will,  therefore,  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to 
allow  this  appeal,  and  to  reverse  so  much  of  the  decree  of  the  Chief 
Court  of  the  Punjauh  as  is  appealed  against,  and  in  lieu  thereof 
Order  that  the  suit  be  dismissed  as  against  Lord  William  Hay, 
with  the  costs  in  the  Courts  below  and  the  costs  of  this  appeal 

SoUcitor  for  the  Appellant :  G.  M.  Clements,  for  Bircham  &  Co. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent:  Pritchard  &  Sons. 
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M^2G.    THE  REV.  W.  J.  EARLY  BENNETT,  Clerk  Respondent. 
ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  ARCHES  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY. 


FIRST  APPEAL. 


Commission  under  Church  Discipline  Act,  3  <fe  4  Vict.  c.  86 — Frame  and  sub- 
stance of,  when  followed  hy  Letters  of  Bequest  and  Citation — Sufficient  to 
state  in  such  the  generic  nature  of  the  offence  to  found  the  charge  in  the 
Artidei  to  he  qfterwards  exhibited-^Artides  charging  publieaiion  of  heretical 
Doctrines  contained  in  Works  referred  to,  struck  out,  as  not  shewing  adoption 
ff  such  Doctrines  hy  party  cJiarged, 

A  Commission  issued  by  the  Bishop,  in  pursuance  of  the  Church  Diseij^ine 
Act,  3^4  Vict  c.  86,  is  merely  a  preparatory  step  to  ascertain,  whether  or 
not,  there  is  sufficient  pnma/act>  case  for  further  inquiry  before  a  regular 
Tribunal.  It  is  not  necessary,  therefore,  to  state  in  such  Commission  more 
than  the  generic  nature  of  the  offence,  sufficient  to  found  the  Articles  on,  and 
to  give  the  party  proceeded  against  notice  of  the  general  nature  of  the  charges 
he  is  called  upon  to  answer,  and  which  must  be  fully  ^specified  in  the  Articles 
to  be  exhibited. 

A  Commission  having  been  issued  by  the  Bishop  to  inquire  as  to  the 
grounds  of  a  charge  against  a  Clergyman  of  the  Church  of  England  of  pub- 
lishing  heretical  doctrines  in  certain  works,  "containing  (as  alleged)  the  fol- 
lowing, among  other,  printed  and  published  statements  " — ^which  were  specially 
set  forth.  The  Commissioners  reported  that  there  was  sufficient  prima  facie 
ground  for  instituting  further  proceedings,  and  the  Bishop  sent  the  case 
to  the  Arches  Court  by  Letters  of  Request,  which  recited  the  Commission, 
with  the  extracts  set  out  in  it,  and  the  Commissioners*  Report,  which  con- 
tained the  same  extracts,  requesting  the  Court  to  cite  the  accused  Clergyman 
to  answer  a  charge  of  publishing  heretical  doctrines  in  the  Works  named 
and  specified  in  the  Commission.  A  Citation  was  issued,  which  recited 
the  Letters  of  Request  in  full,  with  the  extracts  appearing  in  it.  Articles 
were  then  filed,  which  charged  the  Defendant  with  publishing,  in  addition 
to  the  heretical  doctrines  appearing  in  the  extracts  set  out  in  the  Commis- 
sion, Letters  of  Request,  and  Citation,  other  heretical  doctrines  of  a  distinct 
kind,  impugning  the  29th  Article  of  Religion,  in  passages  taken  from  the 
same  Works,  but  not  before  set  out  or  indicated,  save  under  a  general  alle- 


*  Present : — ^The  Lord  Chakcellob  (Lord  Hatherley),  The  Archbishop  of 
York  (Dr.  Thomson),  The  Bishop  of  London  (Db.  Jackbok),  Sib  Joseph 
Napier,  and  The  Lord  Justice  Giffard. 
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gation^  that  the  Works  contained  *'  other  statements;"  which  latter  doctrines, 
if  asserted,  as  alleged,  were  so  by  reference  to  Works  of  other  Authors  :^- 
Eddy  by  the  Judicial  Committee  on  appeal,  upon  a  motion  to  admit  the 
Articles  to  proof,  that  having  regard  to  the  true  meaning  of  the  additional 
passages,  the  Articles  must  be  reformed  by  striking  out  the  charge  of  publish- 
ing the  latter  doctrines  impugning  the  29th  Article  of  Religion,  on  the  ground 
that  the  passages  cited  or  referred  to  as  the  opinions  of  other  Authors,  were 
not  sufficiently  shewn  to  have  been  adopted  by  the  Defendant,  in  the  passages 
extracted  from  his  Works,  to  justify  and  support  such  charge. 

The  doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence  is  not  a  doctrine  in  contravention  of  the 
29th  Article  of  Religion. ' 

The  rules  regarding  the  frame  and  substance  of  Articles  of  charge  for  heresy 
against  a  Clergyman,  laid  down  in  Williams  v.  The  Bishop  of  Salisbury  (1), 
referred  to  and  approved. 

iHE  original  cause,  which  gaye  rise  to  this  and  the  subsequent 
appeal,  was  instituted  in  the  Arches  Court  of  Canterbury  by  the 
Appellant,  Th4)ma»  Byard  ShqopcMrd,  of  the  Parish  of  Frome  Sd- 
wodf  in  the  County  of  Sameraeiy  against  the  Bespondent,  the  Bey. 
WiUiam  James  Early  Bennett^  Clerk,  the  Vicar  of  the  same  Parish. . 
The  cause  was  promoted  in  the  Arches  Court  by  Letters  of 
Request  from  the  late  Bishop  of  Baih  and  Wdh^  in  whose  Diocese 
the  BespondenVs  preferment  was  situate.  The  Letters  of  Bequest, 
were  issued  upon  the  report  of  the  Commissioners  appointed  by  the 
Bishop  of  London  under  the  Statute,  3  &  4  Yict.  c.  86,  who  were 
empowered  to  make  inquiry  as  to  the  grounds  of  a  certain  charge 
made  by  the  Appellant  against  the  Bespondent ;  such  charge  being, 
that  the  Bespondent  had  committed  an  offence  against  the  Laws 
Ecclesiastical,  by  haying  caused  to  be  printed  and  published  cer- 
tain Works,  in  which  he  adyisedly  maintained  or  affirmed  doctrines, 
directly  contrary  or  repugnant  to,  the  Articles  and  Formularies  of 
the^Ghurch  oiEngUMd  and  Ir^ncJ,  in  relation  to  the  Sacrament  of 
the  Lord*s  Supper;  the  said  Works  being  entitled  respectiyely, 
"Some  Besults  of  the  Tractarian  Moyement  of  1833,"  forming  one 
of  the  Essays  in  a  yolume  entitled  ''  The  Church  and  the  World, 
edited  by  the  Bey.  Orhy  Shipley^  Clerk,"  printed  and  published  in 
hmdon^  in  the  year  1867 ; — "  A  Plea  for  Toleration  in  the  Church 
of  Engla/ndf  in  a  Letter  to  the  Bey.  E.  B.  Pueey,  D.D.,  Begins  Pro- 
fessor of  Hebrew,  and  Canon  of  Christ  Church,  Oxford^  Second  Edi- 
tion," printed  and  published  in  London^  in  the  year  1867 ; — ^and  "  A 
(1)  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  375. 
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Plea  for  Toleration  in  the  Church  of  England^  in  a  Letter  to  the 
Rev.  E.  B.  Pusey,  D.D.,  Eegius  Professor  of  Hebrew,  and  Canon  of 
Christ  Church,  Oxford^  Third  Edition  ;'*  printed  and  published  in 
London^  in  the  year  1868 :  and  containing  certain  extracts  and 
statements  in  respect  of  the  charge,  therein  set  forth,  and  wherwn 
the  Commissioners  had  unanimously  reported  that  there  was  a 
suflScient  prima  facie  ground  for  instituting  further  proceedings, 

In  pursuance  of  these  Letters  of  Bequest  a  Citation  issued,  citing 
the  Respondent  to  appear  and  nnswer  certain  Articles  touching 
and  concerning  his  soul's  health,  and  the  lawful  correction  and 
reformation  of  his  manners  and  excesses,  and  more  particularly 
for  having  offended  against  the  Laws  Ecclesiastical,  by  having 
within  two  years  last  past  caused  to  be  printed  and  published 
within  the  Diocese  o(  London  certain  Works  in  which  he  advisedly 
maintained  or  affirmed  doctrines  directly  contrary  or  repugnant  to 
the  Articles  and  Formularies  of  the  United  Church  of  England  and 
Ireland,  which  Works  were  more  particularly  specified  and  set  forth 
and  quoted  in  the  Letters  of  Request  thereinbefore  recited,  and  so 
accepted,  as  aforesaid,  at  the  voluntary  promotion  of  Sheppard; 
and  further  to  do  and  receive,  as  unto  law  and  justice  shall  apper- 
tain, under  pain  of  law  and  contempt  thereof. 

The  Citation  having  been  duly  served,  and  no  appearance  given 
in,  by,  or  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent,  Articles  were  filed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  practice  of  the  Court,  and  the  Judge  appointed  to 
hear  on  the  admission  thereof. 

A  copy  of  such  Articles,  and  notice  of  the  time  appointed  for 
hearing  on  the  admission  thereof,  was  duly  sent  to  the  Respondent. 

The  Articles  thus  exhibited  were  thirty-four  in  number  (1),  setting 
forth  in  detail  the  passages  from  the  Works  printed  and  published 
by  the  Respondent,  which  contained  the  doctrines  complained  of  as 
being  contrary  and  repugnant  to  the  Articles  and  Formularies  of 
the  Church — and  pleading  such  Articles  and  Formularies  as  w:je 
alleged  to  be  specially  impugned;  The  specified  heresies,  as  con- 
tained in  the  Respondent's  Works,  were  the  impugning  and  contra- 
vening the  29th  Article  of  Religion  **  Of  the  Wicked  which  eat 
not  the  Body  of  Christ  in  the  use  of  the  Lord's  Supper ;"  the 

(1)  The  substance  of  them,  and  the  forth  in  the  second  appeal  in  this  case, 
principal  allegations  contained,  are  set      jH>8t,  p.  375. 
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maintaining  and  affirming  the  actual  presence  of  our  Lord  in  the 
Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper — the  visible  presence  of  our  Lord 
open  the  Altar  or  Table  of  the  Holy  Communion — that  there  is 
a  Sacrifice  at  the  time  of  the  celebration  of  the  Eucharist — and 
that  adoration  or  worship  is  due  to  the  Consecrated  Elements  of  the 
Lord's  Supper.  Counsel  were  heard  on  the  admission  of  the 
Articles,  on  the  part  of  the  Promoter,  the  Appellant,  the  Respon- 
dent not  appearing,  as  before,  and  the  cause  therefore  being  heard 
in  poenam. 

On  the  30th  of  October,  1869,  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  Court 
(The  Right  Hon.  Sir  Robert  Phillimore)  gave  judgment  upon  the 
admission  of  the  Articles,  directing  such  Articles  to  be  reformed 
by  omitting  all  such  parts  thereof  (as  were  contained  in  the  5th, 
6th,  7th,  12th,  18th,  25th,  and  29th  Articles),  as  charged  the  Re- 
spondent with  contravening  the  29th  Article  of  Religion,  entitled, 
**  Of  the  Wicked  which  eat  not  the  Body  of  Christ  in  the  use  of  the 
Lord's  Supper  "  (1). 

The  learned  Judge  founded  his  decision  on  two  grounds :  first, 
that  this  particular  charge  of  heresy  was  not  preferred  before  the 
Commissioners,  on  whose  report  the  subsequent  proceedings  were 
founded,  and  that  it  was  not  mentioned  in  the  Letters  of  Re- 
quest, or  in  the  Citation ;  and  secondly,  that  the  heresy  charged 
was  one  alleged  to  be  contained  in  an  Essay  or  Review  upon 
Ecclesiastical  events  in  the  Church  since  the  year  1833;  referring 
to  a  trial  against  another  Clergyman,  who  was  condemned  by  the 
then  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  whose  sentence  was  reversed,  and 
against  whose  sentence  a  Protest  was  signed  by  seventeen  Clergy- 
men, of  whom  the  Respondent  was  one,  and  that  for  what  was 
contained  in  that  Protest,  though  in  a  Work  not  mentioned  in  the 
Citation,  the  Respondent  had  made  himself  responsible. 

The  first  appeal  was  from  this  Decree. 

A  day  having  been  appointed,  the  appeal  came  on  for  hearing 
on  the  2nd  of  December,  1869,  when  it  was  discovered  that  in 
consequence  of  the  Respondent  not  having  appeared,  the  appeal 
could  not,  under  the  14th  of  the  Rules  for  appeals  in  Ecclesiastical 
Causes,  be  then  heard.  That  Rule  provides  that  "  as  soon  as  the 
(1)  See  case  on  the  admission  of  the  Articles,  39  L.  J.  (Ecc.)  p.  1. 
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time  allowed  for  bringing  in  the  Case  (t .  6.,  a  month  from  the  printed 
copy  of  the  Appendix  being  brought  in)  has  expired,  the  appeal 
shall  stand  for  hearing  before  the  Judicial  Committee ;  provided 
that  where  no  appearance  has  been  entered  a  period  of  four  months 
has  expired  from  bringing  in  of  the  Printed  Petition  of  appeal." 

The  appeal  was  accordingly  directed  to  stand  over  until  four 
months  had  elapsed  from  the  bringing  in  the  petition  of  appeal, 
and  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  A.  J.  SiejphenSy  Q.C.,  Dr.  Tristram,  Mr.  fl.  Cowie,  and  Mr. 
B.  Shaw,  appeared  for  the  Appellant. 

The  Bespondent  did  not  appear  either  by  Counsel  or  in  person. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Stephens : — 

The  Dean  of  the  Arches  has  directed  the  Articles  exhibited 
against  the  Bespondent  to  be  reformed  by  omitting  all  such  parts 
thereof  as  charged  the  Kespondent  with  contravening  the  29th 
Article  of  Eeligion ;  and  he  states  two  grounds  for  his  decision. 
First,  that  this  particular  charge  of  heresy  was  not  preferred  be- 
fore the  Commissioners,  on  whose  report  the  subsequent  proceed- 
ings are  founded,  that  it  was  not  mentioned  in  the  Letters  of 
Bequest,  or  in  the  Citation ;  and,  secondly,  that  this  charge  is 
not  on  account  of  a  heresy  distinctly  stated  or  uttered  in  any 
Sermon  or  public  act  of  preaching,  or  statement  connected  with 
the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  Incumbent  pf  the  Parish  com- 
mitted to  his  charge ;  but  is  a  heresy  alleged  to  be  contained  in 
an  Essay  or  Beview  upon  Ecclesiastical  Events  in  the  Church  since 
the  year  1833,  and  is  extracted  from  what  purports  to  be  an  his- 
torical statement  of  a  trial  against  another  Clergyman  as  long  ago 
as  the  year  1856 ;  in  which  the  Author  narrates  that  Archdeacon 
Denison  was  condemned  by  the  then  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  for 
teaching  the  Beal  Presence ;  that  the  sentence  was  reversed,  that 
a  Protest  .against  the  Archbishop's  sentence  was  signed  by  seven- 
teen Priests,  and  of  these  the  Defendant  was  said  to  be  one;  and 
it  is  alleged  that  by  this  reference  to  the  Protest,  which  is  in  a 
Work,  not  mentioned  in  the  Citation,  the  Defendant  has  made  him- 
self responsible  in  this  suit  for  what  is  contained  in  that  Protest. 

Now,  upon  both  these  grounds,  we  contend,  that  the  learned 
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Judge  is  wrong.  First,  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Arches  Court  is  not 
founded  on  or  limited  by  the  charges  brought  before  the  Commis- 
sioners. The  Commissioners  are  a  mere  Council  of  advice  to  the 
Bishop ;  that  was  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce' s  opinion  in  Ditcher  v. 
Denisan  (1) ;  and  though'the  point  was  not  distinctly  decided  in  TJie 
Bishop  of  London  v.  Bonwdl  (2),  it  not  being  directly  in  issue,  yet 
enough  is  stated  in  the  judgment  in  that  case  to  shew,  that  it  was 
clearly  the  opinion  of  their  Lordships,  that  the  Court  of  Arches 
may  entertain  and  adjudicate  upon  charges  not  reported  by  the 
Commissioners  as  fit  to  be  inquired  into,  if  such  charges  are  pro- 
perly pleaded  in  the  Articles  exhibited :  Sanders  y.  Head  (3) ; 
Simpson  v.  Flamank  (4).  The  learned  Judge  grounds  his  opinion  on 
the  case  of  Homer  v.  Jones  (5),  decided  by  Sir  Herbert  Jenner  Fust 
in  1845.  But  assuming  the  report  of  that  case  to  be  correct,  which 
is  very  doubtful,  the  language  used  does  not  justify  the  conclusion 
of  the  Court  as  applied  to  the  facts  here.  It  appears  that  the 
Article  inserted  contained  the  charge  of  an  ofifenoe  not  committed 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Bishop  of  the  Diocese  who  issued  the 
Commission,  which,  even  if  the  principle  of  the  decision  is  right, 
is  widely  different  from  the  case  here.  But  assuming  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Arches  Court  to  be  limited  by  the  charges  before 
the  Commissioners,  the  judgment  of  the  Dean  of  *  the  Arches  is 
wrong,  for  the  general  charge  is  the  same  in  the  Commission,  the 
Letter  of  Bequest,  and  the  Citation  and  Articles,  namely,  that  of 
publishing  certain  works  containing  false  doctrine.  The  extracts 
are  mere  items  of  evidence,  and  those  set  out  are  given  as  some 
''among  the  statements."  What  is  necessary  to  set  out  in  a 
Citation,  and  greater  particularity  cannot  be  required  in  any  pre- 
vious proceeding,  is  shewn  in  Steward  v.  Francis  (6);  Francis  v. 
Steward  (7) ;  Hex  v.  Wilkes  (8) ;  Heath  v.  Burder(9) ;  Williams  v. 
The  Bishop  of  Salisbury  (10)]  Simpson  y.  Flamank  (11);  Flamank 
V.  Simpson  (12) ;  Brookes  v.  CrossweU  (13) ;  Boger's  Eccl.  Law,  tit. 
''Process."    Those  authorities  shew,  that  the  Citation  need  not 


(1)  11  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  324, 341. 

(2)  14  Moore^s  P.  0.  Cases,  410, 411. 

(3)  8  Cart.  48;    S..  C,  4  Moore's 
P.  C.  Cases,  186. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  468. 

(5)  9  Jur.  167. 
(0)  3  Curt.  214. 


(7)  5  Q.  B.  995. 

(8)  2  Wils.  158. 

(9)  15  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  1. 

(10)  2  Moore's  P.C.  Cases  (N.S.)376. 

(11)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  469. 

(12)  Law  Rep.  1  A  &  E.  280. 

(13)  3  Curt.  42. 
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apprise  the  Defendant  of  more  than  the  nature  of  the  charge. 
Here  the  extracts  set  out  were  not  given  in  such  a  way  as  to  limit 
the  charge  to  the  heretical  doctrines  appearing  in  them.  Even 
if  the  extracts  in  the  Citation  do  limit  the  Articles  to  charges  of  the 
same  heresy,  the  Decree  of  the  Arches  Court  is  wrong,  as  the 
doctrine  of  reception  of  the  Eucharist  by  the  wicked  is  inseparable 
from  the  doctrine  of  the  Real  Presence. 

With  regard  to  the  second  ground  of  objection  taken  by  the 
learned  Judge,  we  maintain,  that  the  Articles,  relying  upon  an  adop- 
tion by  reference,  ought,  in  accordance  with  the  principles  held 
and  acted  on  in  Law  and  Equity,  to  be  admitted  to  proof:  R&r  y. 
Slaney  (1) ;  Thornton  v.  SfepA^n  (2) ;  Darby  v.  Ouseley  (3)  ;  Waits 
V.  Fraser  (4) ;  Pentdow's  Case  (5) ;  HaU  v.  Toielove  (6) ;  Fry  and 
Greata  v.  Treasure  (7).  An  application  for  a  Mandamus  command- 
ing the  issue  of  a  Commission  by  the  Bishop  of  London  to  inquire 
as  to  the  grounds  of  charges  founded  on  another  Work  of  the  Be- 
spondent,  in  which  he  had  maintained  the  doctrine  of  the  recep- 
tion by  the  wicked,  was  refused  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  (8), 
on  the  ground,  in  part  at  least,  that  the  same  charges  were  involved 
in  the  present  proceedings.  In  Sheppari  y.  PhiUimore  (9)  it  was 
held  that  a  Bishop  may  at  his  discretion  send  Letters  of  Bequest 
to  the  Arches  Court  in  proceedings  under  the  Church  Discipline  Ad, 
3  &  4  Yict.  c.  86,  without  assigning  his  reasons  for  so  doing,  and 
that  the  Dean  of  the  Arches  must  accept  them :  h  fortiori^  the 
charges  in  the  Articles  must  be  in  the  discretion  of  the  Bishop. 


The  Lord  Chancellob  : — 

The  appeal  presented  to  the  Committee  upon  this  occasion  is  ed 
appeal  from  a  decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Arches,  by 
which  he  has  directed  certain  Articles  that  have  been  brought 
against  the  Bev.  WiUiam  James  Early  Bennett  to  be  reformed  **  by 

April,  1869,  is  to  be  foand  in  tbe 
Qaeen's  Bench  Reports,  but  the  sab- 
stance  of  the  alignment  at  the  Bar,  and 
the  grounds  stated  by  the  Judges  for 
their  refusal  of  the  applicatioD,  are 
fully  stated  in  a  Pamphlet  published 
by  B.  Shaw,  M.A.,  Barrister-at-Law. 
8vo.  pp.  39 :  London,  1869. 
(9)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  C.  461. 


(1)  5  C.  &  P.  213. 

(2)  2  Moo.  &  R.  45. 

(3)  1  H.  &  N.  7. 

(4)  7  C.  &  P.  369. 

(5)  Law  Rep.  4  Ch.  179. 

(6)  2  Rob.  Ecc.  Caa.  322. 

(7)  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  552. 

(8)  No  report  of  this  application  for 
a  Mandamus  made  on  the    26th  of 
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omitting  all  such  parts  thereof  as  charge  the  Bespondent  in  the 
appeal  with  contravening  the  29th  Article  of  Beligion,  entitled  '  Of 
the  Wicked  which  eat  not  the  Body  of  Christ  in  the  use  of  the 
Lord's  Supper ;'  "  and  the  learned  Judge  came  to  that  conclusion 
upon  two  distinct  grounds,  both  of  which  have  been  argued  before 
us.  We  have  not  had  the  advantage  of  hearing  Counsel  on  the 
other  side,  in  consequence  of  Mr.  Bennett  not  appearing  in  the 
course  of  these  proceedings ;  but,  having  heard  the  case  very  ably 
and  fully  argued  by  Mr.  Stephens^  we  feel  ourselves  in  a  condition 
to  pronounce  the  conclusion  at  which  we  have  now  arrived,  namely, 
that  the  learned  Judge's  decision  is  correct, — although,  as  there  are 
two  grounds  upon  which  that  decision  was  rested,  we  feel  it  neces* 
sary  to  explain  upon  which  of  those  two  grounds  we  think  it  right 
to  agree  with  him  in  his  conclusion. 

Their  Lordships  cannot  concur  in  the  view  which  he  appears  to 
ha?e  taken  as  the  first  ground  upon  which  he  rested  his  decision; 
but  they  think  that  the  second  ground  which  he  took,  and  which 
goes  more  to  the  merits  and  substance  of  the  case,  is  a  substantial 
ground,  and  one  upon  which  the  Decree  may  well  be,  and  ought  to 
be  supported. 

He  states  the  first  of  his  two  grounds  thus :  '*  On  the  grounds, 
therefore,  that  this  particular  charge  of  heresy  was  not  preferred 
before  the  Commissioners  on  whose  report  the  subsequent  proceed- 
ings are  founded,  and  that  it  was  not  mentioned  in  the  Letters  of 
Bequest  or  in  the  Decree  or  Citation,  I  should,  having  regard  to 
the  law  and  practice  of  this  Court  and  the  authorities  to  which  I 
have  adverted,  be  of  opinion  that  the  Articles  must  be  reformed  by 
striking  out  the  portions  which  relate  to  it"  The  reason  for  his 
arriving  at  that  conclusion  appears  to  be  this.  Mr.  Bennett  had 
published  a  certain  number  of  Pamphlets  or  Works,  and  the  first 
step  taken  under  the  Statute  was  that  of  issuing  a  Commission  to 
inquire,  whether  or  not  proceedings  should  be  had  against  him,  on 
account  of  positions  maintained  in  those  publications,  this  Commis- 
sion being  issued  by  the  Bishop  pursuant  to  the  Statute.  What 
the  Commissioners  were  directed  to  inquire  into  was  this :  they 
were  to  make  inquiry  as  to  the  grounds  of  a  certain  charge  made 
by  the  Promoter  of  this  proceeding,  Mr.  Sheppard,  against  Mr. 
Bennett,  the  charge  being,  that  he  (Mr.  Bennett)  "  had,  within  the 
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Diocese  of  LondoHy  committed  an  offence  against  the  Laws  Eccle- 
siastical of  this  realm/  by  having  caused  to  be  printed  and  pub- 
lished within  the  said  Diocese  certain  Works,  in  which  he  advisedly 
maintains  or  afSrms  doctrine  contrary  or  repugnant  to  the  Articles 
and  Formularies  of  the  United  Church  of  England  and  Irdani^  the 
said  works  being  entitled  respectively  " — and  then  the  titles  are 
set  out;  after  which  are  these  words, ''  and  containing  the  follow- 
ing among  other  statements,  in  respect  of  which  the  said  chaige 
has  been  made,  that  is  to  say ; "  and  then  the  Commission  proceeds 
to  set  forth  a  number  of  passages  selected  from  those  various 
writings,  all  following  this  headings  ^  containing  the  following 
among  other  statements." 

Upon  the  finding  of  the  Commissioners  that  there  was  ground 
for  further  proceeding.  Letters  of  Bequest  were  forwarded  by  the 
Bishop  to  the  Archbishop,  requesting  that  a  Citation  or  Decree 
should  be  issued  under  the  seal  of  the  Court  of  Arches,  citing  Hr. 
Bennett  ^  to  appear  at  a  certain  time  and  place  therein  to  be  spe- 
cified, and  answer  to  certain  Articles,  heads,  positions,  or  interro- 
gatories touching  and  concerning  his  soul's  health,  and  the  lawful 
correction  and  reformation  of  his  manners  and  excesses,  and  more 
especially  for  having  offended  against  the  Laws  Ecclesiastical,  by 
having,  within  two  years  last  past,  caused  to  be  printed  and  pub- 
lished, within  the  Diocese  of  Londanf  certain  works,  in  which  he 
advisedly  maintains  or  affirms  doctrine  directly  contrary  or  repug- 
nant to  the  Articles  and  Formularies  of  the  Um'ted  Church  of 
England  and  Ireland^  the  said  Works  being  entitled  respectiTely  ;'* 
and  then  all  the  titles  are  given,  and  only  the  titles  of  these  works ; 
and  then  the  Letters  state  that  the  Articles  are  ^  to  be  adminis- 
tered to  him,  the  said  William  James  Early  Bennett,  at  the  volun- 
tary promotion  of  the  said  Thomas  Byard  Sheppard;^  and  the 
Archbishop  is  required  finally  ^'  to  hear  and  determine  the  said 
cause  according  to  the  law  and  practice  of  the  Court'' 

Upon  that  there  follows  the  Decree  or  Citation,  which,  reciting 
the  Commission  and  reciting  the  Letters  of  Bequest,  proceeds  to 
cite  the  Respondent  in  the  following  manner,  namely,  that  be  is 
to  answer  the  charge,  the  charge  being  that  he  has  committed  an 
offence  by  publishing  these  works,  the  title  of  which  are  again  set 
forth ;  and  then  in  the  Decree  or  Citation  are  also  added  these  words, 
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^'containing  the  following  among  other  statements,  in  respect  of 
which  the  said  charge  has  been  made,  that  is  to  say/'  then  giving 
the  whole  of  the  yartous  passages  which  were  cited  from  the  books 
in  the  original  proceedings  before  the  Commission. 

Now,  to  proceed  by  steps  in  this  matter :  with  reference  to  the 
•Commission,  their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  dwell  at 
any  length  upon  the  proceeding  as  set  forth  in  the  Commission, 
for  this  simple  reason,  the  Commission  is  merely  a  preparatory 
^tep  taken  by  those  whom  the  Bishop  is,  if  he  think  fit,  to  call 
together  to  consult  and  advise  with  him  as  to  whether  or  not  a 
snURdentprimdfaeie  case  is  made  out,  so  as  to  render  it  desirable 
and  fitting  that  he  should  have  the  case  further  inquired  into 
before  a  regular  Tribunal ;  and  when  the  Commission  sitting  for 
that  purpose  have  once  found,  as  this  Commission  did  find,  that 
there  is  reason  for  proceeding,  they  have  performed  their  duty, 
and,  after  that  duty  is  performed,  the  Bishop,  acting  upon  their 
suggestion  and  advice,  proceeds  by  Letters  of  Bequest  to  confer 
jurisdiction  Upon  the  Superior  Court  to  determine  the  matter,  not 
by  way  of  appeal,  but  in  the  first  instance,  which  he  by  the  Statute 
is  authorized  to  do. 

When,  therefore,  that  step  has  been  once  passed,  it  seems  to  their 
Lordships  unnecessary  to  consider  any  further,  what  was  or  was  not 
before  the  Commission,  although  in  this  case  nothing  will  be  found 
to  depend  upon  it,  because  the  subsequent  proceedings  seem  to 
have  taken  their  regular  course.  But  there  may  be  other  cases  in 
which  such  circumstances  will  not  occur ;  therefore,  it  is  desirable 
that  we  should  at  once  state'  what  appear  to  their  Lordships  to 
be  the  proper  function  and  course  of  proceeding  of  the  Commission, 
namely,  simply  advising  the  Bishop  on  the  matters  which  are 
allied  before  him,  leaving  the  Bishop  to  take  his  own  course 
after  that  has  been  done,  and  to  bring  the  matter  in  such  form  as 
he  thinks  fit  by  Letters  of  Bequest  before  the  Court  of  Arches. 

The  Bishop,  then,  by  the  Letters  of  Bequest,  founds  jurisdiction 
in  the  Arches  Court,  which  could  not  proceed,  except  upon  such 
Letters  of  Bequest^  until  the  Bishop  had  heard  and  disposed  of  the 
matter  in  his  own  Court ;  and,  having  so  founded  the  jurisdiction, 
ihe  Letters  also  set  forth  that  upon  which  he  desires  a  Citation  to 
be  issued  to  the  Clergyman  who  is  alleged  to  have  offended. 
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In  this  Citation  their  Lordships  are  quitedear,  that  all  that  is 
necessary  to  be  done  is  to  state  generically  the  offence  with  which* 
the  Clerk  is  charged.  He  must  be  told  undoubtedly  what  charge 
it  is  that  is  broaght  against  him.  But  that  may  be  done  in  terms- 
reasonably  precise  without  going  into  any  minute  degree  of  detail 
— so  that,  in  short,  he  should  not  be  tried  on  a  charge  of  heresy 
when  perhaps  it  may  be  some  other  charge  which  is  to  be  alleged* 
in  the  Articles.  He  must  have  the  offencp  generically  stated  in 
such  terms  as  to  lead  him  to  know  what  the  matter  is  which  he  is- 
called  upon  to  answer,  but  the  detail  of  that  charge  will  be  made 
in  the  Articles  to  be  exhibited,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  him  full 
information.  He  is  expressly  told  in  the  Citation  that  Articles 
will  be  exhibited  against  him.  To  those  Articles  he  will  be  called 
upon  to  put  in  his  answer ;  and,  as  regards  the  charge  itself,  it  i» 
not  necessary  that  it  should  enter  into  the  minute  details  and 
particulars  which  it  is  essential  that  the  Articles  afterwards  should 
dwell  upon. 

Therefore,  in  this  case  the  Citation  seems  to  haye  been  quite 
8u£Scientfor  tiie  purpose  for  which  it  was  issued,  namely,  informing 
Mr.  Bennett  that  he  was  charged  with  having,  in  certain  publica- 
tions of  his,  which  were  enumerated,  offended  by  setting  forth 
Doctrines  which  were  contrary  to  the  Doctrines  held  by  the  Church 
of  England  ;  and  it  proceeded  in  a  manner  which  is  not  at  all  neces- 
sary, as  it  appears  to  their  Lordships,  that  it  should  do,  to  set 
forth  fully  certain  passages  from  those  Works  which  he  is  so  alleged* 
to  have  published.  But  their  Lordships  do  not  agree  with  the 
learned  Judge  that  those  passages  are  to  be  taken  as  forming  part 
of  what  is  technically  called  the  **  prsssertim"  or  the  special 
subject-matter  with  which  he  is  charged.  The  special  subject- 
matter  with  which  he  is  chained  is  quite  su£Bciently  set  forth  for 
the  purpose  for  which  the  Citation  is  issued,  as  *^  the  having  pub- 
lished  these  Books,"  in  which  are  contained  the  passages  that  are 
alleged  afterward  in  the  Articles  to  constitute  the  offence. 

The  passages,  or  extracts,  are  set  forth  in  a  manner  which  na 
doubt  left  him  no  reason  to  complain,  because  they  state  very^ 
specially  and  particularly  (more  so,  their  Lordships  think,  than 
is  absolutely  necessary)  the  particular  heads  under  which  he  was 
supposed  to  have  offended.    That  might  have  been  left  to  the* 
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Articles.  They  were,  however,  set  forth  in  the  original  Citation. 
Without  them  he  would  have  no  reason  to  complain  whatever, 
•because  he  would  know  for  what  purpose  he  had  been  cited  before 
the  Court,  and  he  would  know  in  what  Books  the  charges  would 
be  found.  He  would  also  know  that,  in  due  course  of  time,  Articles 
would  be  exhibited,  bringing  before  him  specifically  the  nature  of 
those  chaises. 

So  far,  therefore,  we  should  have  thought  there  would  be  no 
ground  for  saying  that  the  Promoter  should  not  be  at  liberty  to 
introduce  a  charge  against  Mr.  Bennett  of  impugning  the  29th 
Article,  by  setting  forth  that  the  wicked  partake  of  the  Lord's 
Body  and  Blood  in  receiving  the  Holy  Communion,  if  it  had  been 
only  on  this  ground  that  the  passages  from  the  publications  sup- 
posed to  contain  that  opinion  had  not  been  set  forth  in  the  Cita- 
tion, provided  the  passages  were  to  be  found  in  the  Books,  and 
were  afterwards  minutely  and  specifically  to  be  set  forth  in  the 
Articles  which  the  Respondent  would  have,  ultimately,  to  answer. 

The  sole  point  remaining,  therefore,  is  to  see,  whether  or  not  the 
Articles,  as  set  forth,  are  supported  by  passages  from  the  Works 
in  question,  the  publishing  of  which  is  charged  as  an  offence. 
Now,  that,  no  doubt,  is  a  more  grave  and  important  part  of  the 
case,  and  upon  this,  which  is  the  second  ground  of  objection  to  the 
Articles  which  the  learned  Judge  has  directed  to  be  reformed, 
their  Lordships  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  they  ought  to 
agree  with  him  in  his  decision.  He  says  this :  *'  Assuming,  how- 
ever, for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  these  objections  do  not  apply 
to  the  present  case,  there  remains  one  of  even  a  graver  character 
to  be  stated.  This  is  a  highly  penal  proceeding  against  the  De- 
fendant. It  is  a  criminal  suit  for  the  promulgation  of  heresy. 
The  particular  charge  is  not  on  account  of  a  heresy  distinctly 
stated  or  uttered  in  any  Sermon,  or  public  act  of  preaching,  or 
statement  connected  with  the  discharge  of  his  duties  as  Incumbent 
of  the  parish  committed  to  his  charge.  It  is  a  heresy  alleged  to  be 
contained  in  an  Essay  or  Beview  upon  Ecclesiastical  events  in  the 
Church  since  the  year  1883.  It  is  to  be  extracted  from  what 
purports  to  be  an  historical  statement  of  a  Trial  against  another 
*OIergyman  as  long  ago  as  the  year  1856.  The  author  narrates 
^bat  Archdeacon  Denison  was  condemned  by  the  then  Aichbishop 
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of  Canterbury^  for  teaching  the  doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence 
(not  a  quite  accurate  statement,  I  may  observe  in  passing),  that 
the  Sentence  was  reversed,  that  a  Protest  against  the  ArchbiBhop's 
Sentence  was  signed  by  seventeen  Priests ;  of  these  t|ie  Defendant 
is  said  to  be  one.  It  is  contended,  that  by  this  reference  to  the 
protest,  which  is  in  a  Work  not  mentioned  in  the  Citation,  the  De- 
.  fendant  has  made  himself  responsible  in  this  suit,  be  it  observed, 
for  what  is  contained  in  that  protest." 

Now,  without  adopting  every  word  of  what  is  said  by  the  learned 
Judge  in  his  reasoning  upon  the  subject,  in  principle  it  appears  to 
their  Lordships  to  be  correct  to  say,  that  the  Promoter  must  find, 
in  the  first  instance,  as  the  foundation  of  the  Articles  alleging 
that  erroneous  doctrines  has  been  promulgated,  something  con- 
tained in  the  publication  which  he  alleges  the  accused  to  have 
issued  forth,  something  which  lays  the  ground  of  the  special 
charge  which  he  puts  forth  in  his  Articles ;  and  upon  that  part 
of  the  case  it  may  be  well  to  refer  to  what  has  been  said  by 
the  Lord  Chancellor  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Judicial 
Committee  in  the  case  of  the  '  Essays  and  Eeviews,'  the  case  of 
Williams  v.  The  Bishop  of  8ali8bwry{\\  and  the  mode  in  which  he 
puts  the  necessity  of  stating,  in  the  Articles  of  charge,  the  passages 
upon  which  the  Promoter  intends  to  rely  as  justifying  the  Articles. 
I  am  citing  from  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  p.  423 :— «  These 
prosecutions  are  in  the  nature  of  criminal  proceedings,  and  it  is 
necessary  that  there  should  biB  precision  and  distinctness  in  the 
accusation.  The  Articles  of  charge  must  distinctly  state  the 
opinions  which  the  Clerk  has  advisedly  maintained,  and  set  forth 
the  passages  in  which  those  opinions  are  stated ;  and,  further,  the 
Articles  must  specify  the  doctrines  of  the  Church  which  such 
opinions  or  teaching  of  the  Clerk  are  alleged  to  contravene,  and 
the  particular  Articles  of  Beligion,  or  portions  of  the  Formularies, 
which  contain  such  doctrines.  The  Accuser  is,  for  the  purpose  of 
the  charge,  confined  to  the  passages  which  are  included  and  set 
out  in  the  Articles  as  the  matter  of  the  accusation ;  but  it  is  com- 
petent to  the  accused  party  to  explain  from  the  rest  of  his  work 
the  sense  or  meaning  of  any  passage  or  word  that  is  challenged  by 
the  Accuser." 

(1)  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Gases  (N.S.)  375. 
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Then  what  has  to  be  done  is  this :  there  must  be  set  forth  in 
the  Articles,  as  is  set  forth  here  in  the  12thy  in  the  18th,  and  the 
25th  Articles,  what  it  is  that  is  charged  against  the  Clerk,  and 
what  is  the  Article  of  Beligion  or  portion  of  the  Formularies  of 
the  Church  containing  doctrine  which  the  Clerk  is  alleged  to 
have  impugned.  Well,  that  has  been  complied  with  properly  in 
these  Articles  so  far,  by  stating  that  he  has  impugned  the  doctrine 
contained  in  the  29th  Article  of  our  Thirty^nine  Articles,  and 
that  he  has  impugned  it,  because  he  has  stated  that  the  wicked 
receive  the  Body  and  Blood  of  our  Lord  in  the  Holy  Communion. 
So  £BLr  the  Articles  perform  their  duty,  but  then  we  have  to  see, 
whether  there  are  specified  the  passages  in  which  he,  the  Clerk,  is 
alleged  to  have  stated  an  opinion  oontraverting  that  Article. 
Feeling  that  to  be  required,  the  Promoters  refer,  in  the  12th 
Article,  to  the  5th  previous  Article,  ^  setting  forth  the  passages ; 
in  the  18th  Article  they  refer  to  the  6th  Article,  and  in  the  25th 
Article  they  refer  to  the  7th  previous  Article.  To  the  5th,  6th, 
and  Tth  Airticles,  therefore,  we  must  look  to  see  what  are  the  pas- 
sages in  the  writings  of  Mr.  Bennett  in  which  the  erroneous  doctrine 
is  said  to  be  contained. 

The  only  passage  which  has  been  pointed  out  to  their  Lordships' 
attention  in  the  5th  Article  is  this :  it  is  a  very  long  Article,  and 
there  are  numerous  passages  cited  in  it,  but  the  only  passage 
bearing  upon  this  point,  that  is  cited,  is  contained  in  the  latter  part 
of  that  Article.  Having  spoken  a  good  deal  about  the  Beal  Presence 
in  the  previous  part,  Mr.  Bennett  proceeds  to  say : — ^Among  others. 
Archdeacon  Denieon  *' taught  the  doctrineof  the  Beal  Presence  to  his 
Candidates  for  ordination;  and  thence  arose  the  extraordinary  trial  of 
the  faith  which  terminated  in  an  ignominious  conclusion  at  Bath.'* 
We  observe,  therefore,  that  he  refers  entirely  to  Archdeacon 
Beniaon^s  teaching  the  doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence,  a  doctrine 
of  an  entirely  different  character — whatever  be  the  view  of  any 
peiaons  with  reference  to  its  being  a  correct  or  incorrect  doctrine 
-^firom  that  doctrine  which  is  struck  at  by  the  29ih  of  the  Thirty- 
nine  Articles,  as  is  evidenced  (a  fact,  as  we  have  already  pointed 
out  durmg  the  argument)  by  the  very  framers  of  the  Articles 
themselves.  The  one  doctrine  may  be  held,  as  the  learned  Judge 
in  the  Court  below  says,  without  the  other  doctrine  being  held  by 
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the  same  person  who  holds  the  first.  Therefore,  we  find  nothing 
relating  to  the  29th  Article  there. 

Then,  having  thus  referred  to  what  Archdeacon  Denison  taught 
as  to  the  doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence,  Mr.  Bennett  proceeds  to 
say : — "  The  doctrine  (which,  of  course,  is  the  same  doctrine)  was 
condemned  by  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  in  his  own  person, 
but  the  judgment  was  resisted.  The  Church  was  harassed  by  an 
unworthy  and  undignified  contest,  which  ended  in  nothing,  while 
several  Priests  of  determined  mind  entered  their  solemn  protest" 
(and  then,  by  innuendo,  the  framer  of  the  Article  says,  ^  thereby 
meaning  and  intending  a  certain  protest  signed  by,  amongst 
others,  you,  the  said  William  Janies  Early  Bennett,  and  which 
protest  is  hereinafter,  in  this  Article,  set  forth  ") — "  against  the 
whole  proceeding  of  the  Archbishop,  reiterating  the  doctrine 
and  challenging  a  new  verdict  for  the  truth.  This  protest  >vas 
signed  by  seventeen  Priests,  two  of  whom  were  Dr.  Ptuey  and 
Mr.  KMe,  and  appealed  in  *  the  first  instance,  to  a  free  and  lawfol 
Synod  of  the  Bishops  of  the  Province  of  Canterbury,  and  then,  if 
need  be,  to  a  free  and  lawful  Synod  of  all  the  Churches  of  our 
Communion,  when  such,  by  God's  mercy,  may  be  had.'  After 
this,  nothing  further  was  heard  of  the  silly  trial  of  Ditcher  v. 
Denison.  It  died  a  natural  death.  But  what  became  of  the 
doctrine  ?" — ^the  doctrine,  clearly  the  doctrine  of  the  Beal  Pre- 
sence. *'  From  1853,  when  it  passed  the  judgment  of  the  Heads 
of  Houses  in  Oxford,  to  1867,  when  at  length  no  one  is  inclined 
to  resist  it»  it  has  grown  and  multiplied  with  wonderful  rapidity, 
according  to  the  saying,  *Maffna  est  Veritas,  et  prasvakbit'  In  1857, 
he  whom  now  it  has  pleased  Grod  to  take  to  his  rest,  the  saintly 
John  KMe,  set  forth  the  seal  and  conclusion  of  the  whole,  in  his 
own  beautiful  and  loving  way,  in  a  work  entitled  'Eucharistic 
Adoration.'  From  that  moment  the  whole  question  has  been 
suffered  to  advance  in  peace." 

In  those  words  it  is  impossible  to  find  a  single  sentence  affecting 
the  29th  Article.  As  their  Lordships  have  stated  before,  the 
doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence  is  not  a  doctrine  in  contravention  of 
that  Article,  whether  it  be  a  doctrine  in  contravention  of  any  other 
or  not. 

Then  the  only  way  in  which  it  is  sought  to  make  out  that  the 
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doctrine  of  the  29th  Article  has  been  contravened  by  inference 
by  Mr.  Bennett  is  this :  the  Promoter  says  there  is  a  reference 
to  the  protest  against  the  Archbishop  of  CatUerhurys  judgment 
in  Ditcher  v.  Denison.  He  says,  farther,  that  *'  this  protest  was 
signed  by  you,  the  accused,  Mr.  Bennett;'*  and,  therefore,  you 
have  80  referred  to  this  protest  as  to  justify  the  Promoter  in 
saying,  that  you  have,  within  two  years,  as  charged  by  the  second 
Article,  committed  the  offence  of  impugning  the  29th  Article. 
The  protest  itself  was  signed  far  more  than  two  years  ago,  and  it 
appears  to  us,  therefore,  that  it  is  exactly  the  same,  whether  the 
protest  was  signed  by  Mr.  Bennett  himself  or  by  any  other  person, 
and  that  the  protest  is  in  exactly  the  same  position  as  the  Book 
published  by  Mr.  Kdle,  or  any  other  Work  that  has  been  referred 
to  by  Mr.  Bennett  in  his  own  publications.  The  Promoter  cannot 
rely  upon  the  protest  itself  as  being  that  on  which  he  can  found  a 
ground  for  charging  Mr.  Bennett^  because,  of  course,  Mr.  Bennett 
cannot  be  charged  upon  that  which  he  signed  so  many  years  ago ; 
but  it  is  requisite  to  find  a  recognition  of  that  protest — not  merely 
a  reference  to  it,  but  a  recognition  of  that  protest,  and  an  adoption 
of  it  in  iota,  or  an  adoption  of  it  so  far  as  it  specially  teaches  any 
erroneous  doctrine.  Of  course,  if  Mr.  Bennett  had  set  out  the  pro- 
test, and  said,  "  To  this,  and  every  word  of  it,  I  agree,"  or  if  he 
had  set  oat  the  particular  part  of  the  protest  which,  on  reading  it, 
yon  would  say  does  deal  in  a  manner  apparently,  at  all  events,  in- 
consistent with  the  29th  Article,  and  said,  '^  As  to  this  portion  I 
agree,*'  or  even,  possibly,  if  he  had  said  (I  do  not  wish  to  say  more, 
as  we  are  upon  a  hypothetical  case),  **  There  is  nothing  in  this 
protest  from  beginning  to  end,  which  I  signed  many  years  ago, 
from  which  I  see  any  reason  to  depart ;"  any  such  mode  of  re- 
ference as  that  might  have  raised  a  very  different  question,  but  the 
only  reference  we  find  to  the  protest  is  a  qualified  one,  a  reference 
entirely  dealing  with  the  doctrine  of  the  Keal  Presence ;  and  it  is 
impossible,  as  it  seems  to  their  Lordships,  to  say  that,  upon  that 
ground,  the  Promoter  is  entitled  to  import  into  this  charge  a  pas- 
^e  which  is  not  to  be  found  in  any  one  of  the  Books  which  Mr. 
Bennett  has  published,  but  in  a  document  of  a  totally  different 
^^haracter,  one  proceeding  from  sixteen  other  persons  (it  is  said 
to  have  proceeded  from  him  too),  and  which  contains  a  variety 
of  statements   one  of  which  is  selected  to  fix  a  charge  upon 
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Mr.  Bennettf  but  as  to  which  Mr.  Bennett  himself  is  totally  silent 
ia  the  Books  before  the  Court. 

It  appears  to  us,  therefore,  as  far  as  the  12th  Article  is  con- 
cerned, which  is  founded  solely  upon  this  5th  Article,  that  it  does 
not  conform  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  Essays  and  Eeviews  Case 
(WiUiams  v.  The  Bishop  of  Salisbury)  (1),  namely,  of  specifying 
the  passages  in  which  the  Clerk  is  said  to  have  offended  in  such 
a  manner  as  to  bring  him  within  the  cognizance  of  the  Court  at 
the  present  period,  namely,  a  passage  or  passages  written  and 
published  by  the  Clerk  in  those  Books  which  he  is  alleged  to 
have  written  and  published  within  the  last  two  years. 

We  must  now  go  to  the  6th  Article,  upon  which  the  18th 
Article  is  founded.  In  that  6th  Article  there  is  a  somewhat 
nearer  approach  to  a  recognition,  but  still  very  far  from  being  an 
actual  adoption, — a  somewhat  nearer  approach,  say,  to  a  recog- 
nition of  the  alleged  erroneous  doctrine  by  Mr.  Bennett,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  peculiar  wording  of  his  reference  to  a  Work  published, 
not  by  himself,  but  by  Dr.  Pusey,  some  considerable  time  since. 

The  passage  is  thus  stated: — ^^'Then  followed,  in  1855^  your 
voluminous  Work."  Then  the  framer  of  the  Article  says,  "  mean- 
ing thereby  the  Work  of  the  Bev.  K  B.  Pusey,  entitled,  'The 
Doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence  as  contained  in  the  Fathers  from 
the  death  of  S.  John  the  Evangelist  to  the  Fourth  General 
Council  vindicated,  in  Notes  on  a  Sermon,  'The  Presence  of 
Christ  in  the  Holy  Eucharist,'  preached  A.D.  1853,  before  the 
University  of  O^ord! "  And  it  goes  on,  '^  being  principally  a 
eaiena  of  the  Fathers,  to  prove  the  catholicity  of  the  doctzine 
which  you  advocated ;  and  then  followed  again,  in  1857,  in  order 
to  bring  the  doctrine  fully  home,  and  apply  it  to  the  English 
Church,  another  Volume,  concerning  which  there  could  be  no  mis- 
take, for  it  bore  this  remarkable  title, '  The  Beal  Presence  of  the 
Body  and  Blood  of  Our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  the  Doctrine  of  the 
English  Church,  with  a  Vindication  of  the  ^Beception  by  the 
Wicked,  and  of  the  Adoration  of  Our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  truly 
Present.'  And  then  followed  upon  this  the  Work  of  our  most 
dearly  lamentejd  friend,  John  KMe,  entitled,  ^Eucharistical  Adora- 
tion,' in  which  is  clearly  set  forth  that  very  worship  which  we  are 
now  endeavouring  to  follow,  that  very  adoration  which  we  now 
(1)  2  Mooru's  P.  C.  Cases  (X.S.)  375. 
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teach  our  people  to  use  as  due  and  right  to  give  to  the  *  Presence 
of  our  Blessed  Lord  upon  our  Altars.' " 

The  first  remark  to  be  made  on  that  quotation  is  this^  that  it  is 
quite  clear  that  Mr.  Bennett  is  not  adverting  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
reception  by  the  wicked,  because  if  that  had  been  so,  and  if  he 
^as  referring  to  Dr.  Puseys  Pamphlet  as  indicating  the  truth  of 
that  peculiar  error  (if  such  it  be),  then  the  Promoter  would  have 
found  the  passage  in  Mr.  Bennetfa  own  V7ork.  He  would  have  set 
forth  the  passage  in  which  Mr.  Bennett,  speaking  of  that  doctrine, 
cites  Dr.  Puaey  with  approbation  as  supporting  him  in  that  view. 
What  is  quite  clear  from  the  ending  of  the  passage  is  this,  that  he 
is  here  supporting  the  doctrine  of  the  Adoration  and  the  doctrine 
of  the  Beal  Presence.  Those  are  subjects  on  which  have  been 
framed  other  Articles,  as  to  which  he  is  called  upon  by  the  learned 
Judge  in  the  Court  below  to  answer.  The  Articles  exist  upon 
both  those  heads,  and  those  Articles  he  will  have  to  answer. 
Dealing  with  that,  he  says,  in  effect,  that  the  catholicity  of  the 
doctrine  advocated  by  Dr.  PiMey  has  been  fully  brought  home  to 
the  English  Church.  Then  he  gives  the  title  of  the  work,  which 
involves  three  subjects,  the  Beal  Presence,  the  Beception  by  the 
Wieked,  and  the  Adoration  of  our  Lord  as  being  Present.  These 
are  all  totally  distinct  heads  of  doctrine.  Then  he  says,  to  shew  to 
which  he  is  referring,  *'  And  then  followed  upon  this  the  Work  of 
our  most  dearly  lamented  friend  John  Keble,  entitled, '  Eucharistical 
Adoration,'  in  which  is  clearly  set  forth  that  very  worship  which 
we  are  now  endeavouring  to  follow,  that  very  adoration  which  we 
^ow  teach  our  people  to  use,"  and  so  on. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  what  are  the  particular  points,  as  clear  as 
the  previous  case  to  which  he  is  calling  attention,  namely,  the 
Beal  Presence  and  the  Adoration ;  and  it  is  too  much  to  say  that, 
because  a  title  embodies  three  subjects,  and  the  Bespondent  speaks 
approvingly  of  the  Work,  and  speaks  of  it  as  establishing  the 
doctrine  as  to  two  of  those  subjects,  therefore,  he  is  to  be  held  as 
having  expressed  approbation  as  to  the  third  doctrine  contained  in 
the  tiUe-page.  Although  he  intimates  that  he  is  glad  to  receive 
the  Book,  because  there  can  be  no  mistake  on  the  .particular  points 
which  he  wishes  to  hold  forth  to  the  public  as  being  the  right  and 
proper  doctrine,  there  is  no  ground  for  coming  to  the  conclusion 
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that,  because  he  thus  approves,  as  he  does  clearly  approve,  of  the 
work  as  supporting  these  two  doctrines,  therefore,  ex  necessUaie,  he 
must  be  held  to  approve  of  the  third  doctrine,  and  that,  conse- 
quently, such  Work  of  Dr.  Pusey  is  to  be  held  forth  as  a  ground  for 
supporting  the  18th  Article.  In  other  words,  it  would  be  to  make 
him  answerable  for  Dr.  Ptts^'s  doctrine  without  his  having  dis- 
tinctly and  avowedly  in  words  adopted  it. 

In  the  7th  Article,  which  is  referred  to  in  the  25th,  and,  indeed, 
both  in  the  6th  and  7  th  Articles,  there  is  another  passage,  on 
which  it  is  alleged,  that  the  learned  Judge  in  the  Court  belov 
ought  to  have  admitted  the  25th  Article.  I  am  reading  from  the 
6th  Article,  where  the  wards  are, — "  That  the  said  propositions  so 
hereinbefore  in  this  Article  referred  to  as  having  been  maintained 
by  the  said  Archdeacon  Denison  are  certain  propositions  main- 
tained by  him  in  certain  Works  or  writings,  for  which  he  was  cited 
to  appear  before  the  then  Archbishop  of  Canterbury y  under  3  &  •! 
Vict.  c.  86,  at  a  Court  held  by  his  Grace  in  the  City  of  Bcdh,  in 
the  year  1856,  and  are  as  follows  : — -'  1.  That  the  Body  and  Blood 
of  Christ  are  really  present  in  the  Consecrated  Bread  and  Wine, 
2.  That  the  Body  and  Blood  of  Christ  are  really  present  in  the 
Consecrated  Bread  and  Wine  after  a  manner  not  material,  or,  as  it 
is  said  *  corporal,'  but  immaterial  and  spiritual.  3.  That  the  Body 
and  Blood  of  Christ  being  really  present  after  an  immaterial  and 
spiritual  manner  in  the  Consecrated  Bread  and  Wine  are  therein 
and  thereby  given  to  all,  and  are  received  by  all  who  come  to  the 
Lord's  Table.'" 

Now,  Mr.  Bennett  has  not  given  his  explicit  approbation  to  those 
three  propositions  which  are  cited  by  the  Pleader,  and  only  cited 
by  the  Pleader,  as  being  the  propositions  which  were  in  question 
in  Archdeacon  Denison^s  case;  but  all  he  has  said  is  this:  ''We 
have  the  celebrated  legal  case  of  Archdeacon  Denison.  Arch- 
deacon Denison  maintained,  in  various  propositions,  the  Beal 
Objective  Presence  of  our  Blessed  Lord  in  the  Eucharist  Bis 
doctrine  was  impugned,  and  he  was  cited  before  the  Church 
Courts.  The  Archbishop  of  Ccmierburyy  in  propria  persona^  came 
to  Bath  to  try  the  question.  It  broke  down."  There,  again,  he 
is  only  saying  exactly  what  he  said  before.  He  says,  that  the 
Archdeacon  maintained  the  doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence,  and  the 


VOL.  JV.] 


CASES  IN  THE  PKIVY  COUNCIL. 


369 


Pleader  puts  it  thns :  "  Besides  that,  there  were  several  other 
doctrines,  and  becanse  there  were  I  have  a  right  to  hold  Mr. 
Bennett  answerable  as*having  set  forth  now  within  these  two  years 
l^assages  in  which  he  impugns  the  29th  Article  of  the  Church  of 
Eufflandr 

The  25th  Article,  which  refers  to  the  Tth,  is  in  the  same  words 
as  the  18th,  and  subject  to  exactly  the  same  remarks.  It  refers  to 
the  7th  Article,  and  the  passage  is  found  again  about  Mr.  KMe 
and  the  Eucharistic  Adoration.  And  towards  the  conclusion  of 
the  Article  are  the  words :  ''Archdeacon  Dentson  maintained,  in 
tarious  propositions,  the  Real  Objective  Presence  of  our  Blessed 
Lord  in  the  Eucharist  His  doctrine  was  impugned,  and  he  was 
cited  before  the  Church  Courts."  All  that  has  been  referred  to 
before,  and  also  the  passage  about  the  Archbishop  of  Canterburify  in 
propria  persona^  going  down  to  try  the  question.  Then  it  goes  on : 
"Nothing  could  be  shewn  to  prove  that  it  was  a  false  doctrine, 
or  to  dislodge  the  Archdeacon  from  the  position  which  he  then 
maintained,  and  still  does  maintain,  and  maintaining,  is  still 
Archdeacon  of  Taunton.  Is  it  fair,  then,  to  ignore  this  matter 
of  history — ^these  facts  known  universally ;  and,  when  they  thus 
stand  out  unassailable,  to  treat  them  as  though  they  never  had 
been  ?  Is  it  fair,  when  the  doctrines  have  thus'  been  proved  over 
and  over  again  to  be  true,  still  to  recur  to  them,  and  pronounce 
them  false,  and  to  say  that  ceremonies,  because  they  symbolize 
them,  and  draw  with  them  a  reverential  worship  attached  to  them, 
make  us  idolatrous  ?  " 

Then  the  Pleader  sets  out  the  propositions,  and  he  wishes  to 
fasten  his  logic  upon  Mr.  Bennett  as  being  Mr.  BennetPe  logic,  and 
to  treat  the  propositions  of  Archdeacon  Denison  as  being  proposi- 
tions adhered  to  by  Mr.  Bennett,  upon  which  he  is  entitled  to 
reply  as  impugning,  on  the  part  of  Mr.  Bennett,  the  29th  Article. 

Now,  I  confess,  having  gone  through  those  passages,  it  seems  to 
me  (and  their  Lordships  concur)  that  the  Articles  which  are  to 
specify  the  doctrines  impugned  must  specify  the  opinions  which 
the  Clerk  has  advisedly  maintained,  and  they  must  set  forth  the 
passages  in  which  those  opinions  are  maintained.  It  is  not  a  com- 
pliance with  those  requisites  to  set  forth  other  passages  in  works 
which  he  has  approved  of  generally,  because  those  works  contain 
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passages  which  that  Clerk  has  not  by  his  own  publication  sup- 
ported, maintained,  or  acciBpted  in  their  totality  and  generality. 
No  man  certainly  would  be  safe  if  it  were  to  be  held  that»  because 
approbation  is  expressed  by  him  of  a  particular  Writer  upon  topics 
such  as  these,  where  the  shades  of  opinion  of  all  men  are  so  nuiante 
and  so  very  delicate  and^  refined,  according  to  the  turn  of  each 
person's  mind,  he  were  to  be  made  answerable  for  opinions  as  being 
his  which  are  not  his,  but  are  contained  in  some  Work  of  the 
general  character  of  which  he  has  expressed  his  approbation. 

It  appears,  therefore,  to  their  Lordships  that  the  learned  Judge 
was  justified  on  that  ground  in  directing  the  Articles  to  be  xe~ 
formed  in  the  particulars  which  he  has  mentioned,  because  the 
Articles  do  not  set  forth  the  passages  from  Mr.  Bennetts  Work  in 
which  Mr.  Bennett  maintains  any  doctrine  impugning  the  29th 
Article* 

As  to  what  may  subsequently  take  place  in  the  Court  below,  it 
is  not  for  their  Lordships  to  pronounce  an  opinion.  They  bave 
merely  to  deal  with  the  appeal  as  it  comes  before  them.  They 
have  simply  to  say,  whether  the  Judge  was  right  or  not  in  direct- 
ing the  Articles  to  be  reformed  to  the  extent  to  which  he  has 
directed  them  to  be  reformed. 

Therefore,  being  of  the  same  opinion  as  the  learned  Judge,  tbeir 
Lordships  will  humbly  recommend  to  Her  Majesty  that  the  appeal 
be  dismissed ;  and,  as  Mr.  Bennett  has  not  appeared,  there  will  be 
nothing  said  about  costs. 


Proctors  for  the  Appellant :  Moore  &  Ourrey. 


VOL.  IV.]  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  371 


THOMAS  BTARD  SHEPPABD Appellant;        j.o.» 

.      AKD  1871 


THE  REV.  W.  J.  EARLY  BENNETT,  Clerk    Respondent.  Na9,28,  29, 

30; 
ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  ARCHES  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY.     Deo.  1. 2. 

SECOND  APPEAL. 


Charga  against  a  Clergyman  for  maintaining  and  publishing  Doctrines  con- 
trarp  to  tlte  Articles  and  Formtdaries  of  the  Church,  regarding  the  Actual 
PrtseneSf  the  Sacrifice  at  the  AUar,  and  the  Adoration  of  the  Sacrament,  held 
not  sufficiently  protfed  to  justify  a  Criminal  and  Penal  proceeding — The 
true  Doctrines  of  the  Church  on  these  points  stated. 

Articles  of  Charge  against  a  Cleigyman  for  aflSrming  and  maintaining  in 
works  printed  and  published  by  him : 

Firsts  that  in  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper  there  is  an  actual  Pre- 
sence of  the  true  Body  and  Blood  of  our  Lord  in  the  consecrated  Bread  and 
Wine,  by  virtue  of,  and  upon  the  consecration,  without,  or  external  to  the 
Communicant,  irrespective  of  the  faith  and  worthiness  of  the  Communicant, 
and  separately  from  the  act  of  reception  by  the  Communicant 

Second,  that  the  Communion  Table  is  an  Altar  of  Sacrifice,  at  which  the 
Priest  appears  in  a  sacerdotal  position  at  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Com- 
munion, and  that  at  such  celebration  there  is  a  great  sacrifice  or  offering  of 
our  Lord  by  the  ministering  Priest,  in  which  the  mediation  of  our  Lord 
ascends  bom  the  Altar  to  plead  for  the  sins  of  men ;  and 

Third,  that  adoration  is  due  to  Christ  present  upon  the  Altar,  or  Com- 
munion Table,  of  Churches,  in  the  Sacrament,  under  the  form  of  Bread  and 
Wine,  on  the  ground  that  under  their  veil  is  the  Body  and  Blood  of  our  Lord. 

Upon  examination  of  the  pasflagea  extracted  from  the  publications,  in 
which  it  was  alleged  these  doctrines  were  maintained,  the  Judicial  Com- 
mittee were  of  opinion,  that  though  the  language  used  was  both  rash  and 
inconsiderate,  yet  that  the  paanges  extracted  did  not,  in  terms,  sufficiently 
contradict  the  Articles  and  Formularies  of  the  Church  as  to  render  the  Clerk 
proceeded  against  subject  to  a  criminal  and  penal  proceeding;  but  having 
reference  to  the  doctrine  to  which  the  above  three  charges  related  as  con- 
tained in  the  4th,  28th,  29th,  and  31st  Articles  of  Religion,  and  the  Church 
Catechism,  and  the  language  used  by  the  Defendant :  the  Judicial  Com- 
mittee declared 

I.  That  the  Church  of  England^  in  her  Articles,  and  Formularies,  and 


*  Present :— TheLobd  CHANCBUiOB  (Lobd  Hathbbubt),  Thb  Abchbibhop  of 
loBx  (Db.  Thomson),  Thb  Bishop  of  LoimoN  (Db.  Jackson),  Lobd  Bohillt 
(Masteb  of  thb  Rolls),  Sib  Jaueb  William  Colvilb,  Sib  Joseph  Napieb, 
Bast.,  The  Lobd  Justice  James,  The  Lobd  Justice  Mellish,  Mb.  Mountaoub 
BiBVABD,  D.C.L.,  and  Sib  Montague  Edwabd  Smith. 
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Catechism,  holds  and  teaches  aflSrmatively,  that  in  the  Lord's  Supper  the 
Body  and  Blood  of  Christ  are  given  to,  taken,  and  received  by  the  faithful 
Communicant.  She  implies,  therefore,  to  that  extent,  a  presence  of  Christ  in 
the  Ordinance  to  the  soul  of  the  worthy  Recipient.  As  to  the  mode  of  this 
Presence  she  affirms  nothing  except  that  **  the  Body  of  Christ  is  given,  taken, 
and  eaten,  in  the  Supper,  only  after  an  heavenly  and  spiritual  manner,"  and 
that  *•  the  mean  whereby  the  Body  of  Christ  is  received  and  eaten  in  the 
•Supper  is  faith  "  (Article  XXVIII.).  Any  other  Presence  than  this— any 
Presence  which  is  not  a  Presence  to  the  soul  of  the  faithful  Receiver— the 
Church  does  not  by  her  Articles  or  Formularies  affirm,  or  require  her  Minis- 
ters to  accept;  and  consequently  the  maintaining  by  a  Clergyman  of  a  "  real, 
actual,  objective  "  Presence  of  our  Lord  in  the  Sacrament  of  the  Holy  Com- 
munion "  upon  the  Altar,  under  the  form  of  Bread  and  Wine,*'  was  not,  in  the 
affirmance,  a  doctrine  so  contradictory  or  repugnant  to  the  Articles  and  For- 
mularies of  the  Church  as  to  be  properly  made  the  ground  of  a  criminal  charge 
against  him,  and  that  a  Clergyman  cannot  be  condemned  for  maintaining  that 
the  change,  in  1662,  of  the  word  "  corporal,"  for  the  words  "  real  and  essen- 
tial," in  the  Declaration  of  Kneeling,  appended  to  the  Service  of  the  Holy  Com- 
munion, was  an  intentional  substitution,  implying  that  there  may  be  a  real  or 
essential  Presence,  as  distinguished  from  a  corporal  Presence,  if  he  does  not, 
in  terms,  allege  a  corporal  Presence  of  the  natural  Body  of  Christ  in  the  Ele- 
ments, or  that  the  Body  of  Christ  is  present  in  a  ** corporal"  or  "natural" 
manner. 

II.  That  it  having  been  decided  in  Westerton  y.  Lidddl  (1)  that  the 
change  of  the  view  taken  of  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  '*as  shewn 
by  comparison  of  the  present  Communion  Office  with  that  of  the  first  Prayer 
Book  of  Edward^  Y I.,  and  the  Canon  of  the  Mass  in  the  Sarum  Missal,'' 
naturally  called  for  a  corresponding  change  in  the  Altar ;  that  it  was  no  longer 
to  be  an  Altar  of  Sacrifice,  but  merely  a  Table  at  which  the  Communicants  were 
to  partake  of  the  Lord's  Supper ;  and  that  the  31st  Article  of  Religion,  after 
laying  down  the  proposition  (which  is  adopted  also  in  the  Prayer  of  Conse- 
cration), that  *'  The  Offering  of  Christ  once  made  is  that  perfect  redenaption, 
propitiation,  and  satisfaction,  for  all  the  sins  of  the  whole  world,  both  original 
and  actual,"  and  that  *'  there  is  none  other  satisfaction  for  sin,  but  that  alone," 
proceeds  on  the  strength  of  these  propositions  to  say,  that  '*  the  Sacrifices  of 
Masses,  in  which  it  was  commonly  said,  that  the  Priest  did  offer  Christ  for  the 
quick  and  the  dead,  to  have  remission  of  pain  or  guilt,  were  blasphemous 
fables  and  dangerous  deceits :" 

It  is  not  lawful  for  a  Clergyman  to  contradict,  expressly  or  by  infereDce, 
either  the  proposition  which  forms  the  first  part  of  the  31st  Article,  or  any 
proposition  plainly  deducible  from  the  condemnation  of  propitiatory  masses, 
which  forms  the  second  part  of  it,  and  is  stated  as  a  corollary  to  the  first : 

Neither  is  it  lawful  for  a  Clergyman  to  teach  that  the  Sacrifice,  or  offer- 
ing of  Christ  ui)on  the  Cross,  or  the  redemption,  propitiation,  or  satisfaction, 
wrought  by  it,  is  or  can  be  repeated  in  the  Ordinance  of  the  Lord's  Supper ;  nor 


(1)  Special  Report  by  E.  F.  Moore,  1857. 
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ihat  in  the  Ordinance  of  the  Lord's  Supper  there  is,  or. can  be,  any  Sacrifice 
or  Offering  of  Christ  which  is  efficacious,  in  the  sense  in  which  Christ's  death 
is  efficacious,  to  procure  the  remission  of  the  guilt  or  punishment  of  sins. 

The  word  "  Sacrifice  "  has  been  applied  to  the  Lord's  Supper  by  Divines 
of  eminence,  not  in  the  sense  of  a  true  propitiatory  or  atoning  Sacrifice, 
effectual  as  a  satisfaction  for  sin,  but  of  a  rite  which  calls  to  remembrance 
4Lnd  represents  before  God  that  one  true  Sacrifice. 

III.  That  the  doctrine  that  adoration  is  due  to  the  Consecrated  Elements 
is  contrary  to  law,  and  has  been  condemned :  Martin  y.  Mackonochie  (1). 
The  Church  of  England  has  forbidden  all  acts  of  adoration  to  the  Sacrament, 
understanding  by  that  the  Consecrated  Elements.  She  has  been  careful  to 
exclude  any  act  of  adoration  on  the  part  of  the  Minister,  at  or  after  the  con- 
secration of  the  Elements,  and  to  explain  the  posture  of  kneeling  prescribed 
by  the  Rubric.  The  28th  Article  lays  down,  that  **  the  Sacrament  of  the 
Lord's  Supper  was  not  by  Christ's  ordinance  reserved,  carried  about,  lifted 
up,'or  worshipped."  In  the  25th  Article  it  is  affirmed,  that "  the  Sacraments 
were  not  ordained  by  Christ  to  be  gazed  upon,  or  to  be  carried  about,  but 
that  we  should  duly  use  them."  In  the  absence  of  a  charge  of  any  outward 
-act  of  adoration,  a  general  charge,  held,  in  the  circumstances,  not  sufficient  to 
support  a  penal  proceeding. 

The  successive  alterations  and  omissions  in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer, 
by  which  words  or  passages,  inculcating  particular  doctrines,  or  assuming  a 
belief  in  them,  have  been  struck  out,  are  evidence  that  the  Church  has  ceased 
to  affirm  those  doctrines ;  but  the  effect  of  such  changes,  when  they  stand 
alone,  is  that  it  ceases  to  be  unlawful  to  contradict  such  doctrines,  and  not 
that  it  becomes  unlawful  to  maintain  them. 

Though  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the  Arches  Court,  on  the  remission 
-of  Articles  directed  on  appeal  to  be  reformed  as  to  a  particular  charge,  for 
the  Judge  himself  to  reform  the  Articles  by  striking  out  such  parts  of  the 
Articles  as  he  conceives  to  be  within  the  original  Decree  appealed  from  and 
confirmed,  notwithstanding  objections  made  by  the  Promoter  of  the  cause ; 
such  practices,  as  tending  to  create  delay,  if  not  a  miscarriage  of  justice,  if 
the  Judge  should  erroneously  strike  out  parts  not  affected  by  the  Order  in 
Council,  ought  to  be  discontinued ;  and  before  an  appeal  from  any  Decree 
directing  the  reformation  of  Articles  is  perfected,  the  actual  reformation  which 
appears  to  the  Judge  to  be  required  should  be  made  by  him  and  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  Decree,  that  the  very  passages  directed  to  be  omitted  may  be 
brought  under  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  appeaL 

IHIS  appeal  was  brought  from  the  final  Sentence  or  Decree  of 
the  Dean  of  the  Arches  Court  of  Canterbury^  made  in  the  cause, 
pronounced  on  the  23rd  of  July,  1870,  and  also  from  two  Inter- 
locutory Orders  made  by  the  same  Judge  in  the  cause. 
The  cause  was  instituted  in  the  Arches  Court  by  virtue  of 

(1)  Law  Bep.  2  P.  C.  366. 
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Letters  of  Bequest  from  the  late  Bishop  of  Bath  and  Welb,  nnder 
the  Statute,  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86. 

No  appearance  was  given  to  the  Citation,  and  in  default  Articles- 
were  filed  and  Counsel  heard  on  the  admission  thereof,  when  the 
Judge  directed  the  Articles  to  be  reformed  by  omitting  all  such 
parts  as  charged  the  Eespondent  with  contravening  the  29tb 
Article  of  Eeligion,  entitled  "  Of  the  Wicked  which  eat  not  the 
Body  of  Christ  in  the  use  of  the  Lord's  Supper."  From  this  Decree 
or  Order  an  appeal  was  made  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council.  The 
appeal  came  before  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council 
on  the  26th  of  March,  1870  (1),  and  the  Lords  of  the  Committee^ 
having  heard  Counsel  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant,  agreed  to  report 
to  Her  Majesty  their  opinion  against  the  appeal,  that  the  Decree  or 
Order  appealed  from  ought  to  be  affirmed,  and  the  cause  remitted^ 
with  all  its  incidents,  to  the  Judge  of  the  Court  from  which  the 
same  was  appealed. 

The  cause  was  ttccordingly  remitted  to  the  Arches  Court  of 
Canterhurt/t  and  on  the  3rd  of  June,  1870,  in  default  of  appearance 
on  behalf  of  the  Bespondent,  the  Judge,  having  heard  Counsel  on 
behalf  of  the  Appellant,  himself  reformed  the  Articles  and  admitted 
the  same  as  so  reformed,  notwithstanding  that  the  Counsel  for 
the  Promoter  objected  to  the  reformation  of  the  Articles  so  made 
by  the  Judge,  as  being  at  variance  with  and  exceeding  the  refor- 
mation directed  by  the  Order  in  Council  confirming  the  Report  of 
the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  26th  of  March,  1870. 

On  the  16th  of  June,  1870,  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing,  and 
an  application  was  made  by  Counsel  that  the  passages  in  the  5th, 
6th,  7th,  and  82nd  Articles,  which  had  been  struck  out  by  the 
Judge  in  his  reformation  of  the  Articles,  might  be  reinstated.  The 
Judge,  however,  made  no  further  order  thereon,  and  the  hearing 
was  continued  on  the  17th  and  18th  days  of  June. 

Evidence  of  the  authorship  and  due  publication  of  the  works 
as  charged  in  the  Articles  was  given,  and  on  the  23rd  of  July, 
1870,  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  Court  (The  Right  Hon.  Sir  Robert 
PhiUimore),  by  his  Interlocutory  Decree,  pronounced  that  the 
Appellant  had  failed  in  sufficiently  proving  the  Articles,  and  dis- 
missed the  Respondent  from  the  suit  (2), 

(1)  Ante,  p.  350.  (2)  Law  Rep.  8  A.  &  E.  pp.  167-180. 
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The  Articles  admitted  and  reformed,  and  npon  which  the  sentence 
appealed  from  was  founded,  charged,  in  substance,  as  follows : — 

L  That  by  the  Laws,  Statutes,  Constitutions,  and  Canons  Eccle- 
siastical of  this  Bealm,  Clerks  in  Holy  Orders  are  required  in  their 
preaching,  teaching,  writings,  or  publications  to  adhere  to  the  doc- 
trine set  forth  in  the  Thirty-nine  Articles  and  in  the  Book  of 
Common  Prayer. 

U.  That  the  Bespondent  was  a  Clerk  in  Holy  Orders  and  Vicar 
olFrome. 

UL  That  the  Bespondent  had,  within  two  years  last  past, 
printed  and  published  within  the  Diocese  of  London^  in  a  Book 
entitled  <'  The  Church  and  the  World,"  the  Essay  entitled  ''  Some 
Besults  of  the  Tractarian  movement  of  1833." 

lY.  That  the  Bespondent  had,  within  two  years  past,  printed 
and  published  within  the  Diocese  of  London,  a  Book  entitled  **  A 
Plea  for  Toleration  in  the  Church  of  Enffland,  in  a  Letter  to  the 
Bey.  E.  B.  Pusey^  D.D.,  Begins  Professor  of  Hebrew  and  Canon  of 
Chrid  Church,  Oxford:*    Second  and  Third  Editions. 

y.  That  in  the  Essay,  entiUed  "  Some  Besults  of  the  Tractarian 
moyement  of  1833,"  Second  Edition,  were  contained  certain  pas- 
sages in  the  Article  of  Charge  set  forth,  and  which  were :  First,, 
those  passages  set  out  in  the  original  Commission  of  Inquiry,  and 
recited  in  the  Letters  of  Bequest  and  Citation  (1),  and  which 
passages  advocated  the  doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence  of  Christ  in* 
the  Eucharist^  of  a  sacrifice  therein  offered  by  the  Priest,  and  of 
adoration  being  due,  by  reason  of  the  Beal  Presence :  and,  secondly^ 
passages  not  set  out  in  the  Commission,  Letters  of  Bequest,  or 
Citation,  and  which  latter  passages  spoke  of  Archdeacon  Denison 
having  taught  the  doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence,  of  his  having 
been  condemned  by  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury,  in  a  trial  at 
Balhy  for  doing  so,  and  of  "  several  Priests  of  determined  mind 
(among  whom  the  Bespondent  was  one)  having  entered  their 
'solemn  protest'  against  the  whole  proceeding  of  the  Archbishop, 
reiterating  the  doctrine  and  challenging  a  new  verdict  for  the 

(1)  The  passages  extracted  from  the  Beport  of  the  case  in  the  Arches  Court, 
Bespondent's  Works,  contaming  the  Law  Bep.  3  A.  &  E.  pp.  167-177 :  those 
Doctrines,  &o.,  for  which  he  was  pro-  upon  which  their  Lordships'  decision 
ceeded  against,  will  be  found  fully  set  turned  will  be  foundj  in  their  judg- 
oQt,  with  the  Articles  of  Charge,  in  the     ment. 
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Letters  of  Bequest  from  the  late  Bishop  of  Bath  and  WeUs,  mider 
the  Statute,  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86. 

No  appearance  was  given  to  the  Citation,  and  in  default  Articles- 
were  filed  and  Counsel  heard  on  the  admission  thereof,  when  the 
Judge  directed  the  Articles  to  be  reformed  by  omitting  all  snch 
parts  as  charged  the  Eespondent  with  contravening  the  29th 
Article  of  Eeligion,  entitled  "  Of  the  Wicked  which  eat  not  the 
Body  of  Christ  in  the  use  of  the  Lord's  Supper."  From  this  Decree 
or  Order  an  appeal  was  made  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council.  The 
appeal  came  before  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council 
on  the  26th  of  March,  1870  (1),  and  the  Lords  of  the  Committee^ 
having  heard  Counsel  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant,  agreed  to  report 
to  Her  Majesty  their  opinion  against  the  appeal,  that  the  Decree  or 
Order  appealed  from  ought  to  be  affirmed,  and  the  cause  remitted^ 
with  all  its  incidents,  to  the  Judge  of  the  Court  from  which  the 
same  was  appealed. 

The  cause  was  ^accordingly  remitted  to  the  Arches  Court  of 
Canterhurtft  and  on  the  3rd  of  June,  1870,  in  default  of  appearance 
on  behalf  of  the  Bespondent,  the  Judge,  having  heard  Counsel  on 
behalf  of  the  Appellant,  himself  reformed  the  Articles  and  admitted 
the  same  as  so  reformed,  notwithstanding  that  the  Counsel  for 
the  Promoter  objected  to  the  reformation  of  the  Articles  so  made 
by  the  Judge,  as  being  at  variance  with  and  exceeding  the  refor- 
mation directed  by  the  Order  in  Council  confirming  the  Keport  of 
the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  26th  of  March,  1870. 

On  the  16th  of  June,  1870,  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing,  and 
an  application  was  made  by  Counsel  that  the  passages  in  the  5th, 
6th,  7th,  and  82nd  Articles,  which  had  been  struck  out  by  the 
Judge  in  his  reformation  of  the  Articles,  might  be  reinstated.  The 
Judge,  however,  made  no  further  order  thereon,  and  the  hearing 
was  continued  on  the  17th  and  18th  days  of  June. 

Evidence  of  the  authorship  and  due  publication  of  the  works 
as  charged  in  the  Articles  was  given,  and  on  the  23rd  of  July, 
1870,  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  Court  (The  Right  Hon.  Sir  Bobert 
PhiHimore),  by  his  Interlocutory  Decree,  pronounced  that  the 
Appellant  had  failed  in  sufficiently  proving  the  Articles,  and  dis- 
missed the  Bespondent  from  the  suit  (2). 

(1)  Ante,  p.  350.  (2)  Law  Eep.  8  A.  &  B.  pp.  167-180. 
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The  Articles  admitted  and  reformed,  and  upon  which  the  sentence 
appealed  from  was  founded,  charged,  in  substance,  as  follows : — 

L  That  by  the  Laws,  Statutes,  Constitutions,  and  Canons  Eccle- 
siastical of  this  Bealm,  Clerks  in  Holy  Orders  are  required  in  their 
preaching,  teaching,  writings,  or  publications  to  adhere  to  the  doc- 
trine set  forth  in  the  Thirty-nine  Articles  and  in  the  Book  of 
Common  Prayer. 

U.  That  the  Bespondent  was  a  Clerk  in  Holy  Orders  and  Vicar 
olFrome. 

ILL  That  the  Bespondent  had,  within  two  years  last  past, 
printed  and  published  within  the  Diocese  of  London^  in  a  Book 
entitled  •*  The  Church  and  the  World,"  the  Essay  entitled  "  Some 
Results  of  the  Tractarian  moyement  of  1833." 

lY.  That  the  Bespondent  had,  within  two  years  past,  printed 
and  published  within  the  Diocese  of  London,  a  Book  entitled  ''  A 
Plea  for  Toleration  in  the  Church  of  Enffland,  in  a  Letter  to  the 
Bey.  E.  B.  Fusey^  D.D.,  Begins  Professor  of  Hebrew  and  Canon  of 
Christ  Chwrch,  Oxford:'    Second  and  Third  Editions. 

y.  That  in  the  Essay,  entitled  **  Some  Besults  of  the  Tractarian^ 
moyement  of  1833,"  Second  Edition,  were  contained  certain  pas- 
sages in  the  Article  of  Charge  set  forth,  and  which  were :  First,, 
those  passages  set  out  in  the  original  Commission  of  Liquiry,  and 
lecited  in  the  Letters  of  Bequest  and  Citation  (1),  and  whicb 
passages  adyocated  the  doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence  of  Christ  in 
the  Eucharist^  of  a  sacrifice  therein  offered  by  the  Priest,  and  of 
adoration  being  due,  by  reason  of  the  Beal  Presence :  and,  secondly^ 
passages  not  set  out  in  the  Commission,  Letters  of  Bequest,  or 
Citation,  and  which  latter  passages  spoke  of  Archdeacon  Denkon 
haying  taught  the  doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence,  of  his  haying 
been  condemned  by  the  Archbishop  of  Oanterhwryy  in  a  trial  at 
BaChj  for  doing  so,  and  of  ''  seyeral  Priests  of  determined  mind 
(among  whom  the  Bespondent  was  one)  haying  entered  their 
'solemn  protest'  against  the  whole  proceeding  of  the  Archbishop, 
reiterating  the  doctrine  and  challenging  a  new  yerdict  for  the 

(1)  The  passages  extracted  from  the     Beport  of  the  case  in  the  Arches  Court, 


J.C. 
1871-2 


Hespondent's  Works,  containing  the 
Doctrines,  &o.,  for  which  he  was  pro- 
ceeded against,  will  be  found  fully  set 
otit,  with  the  Articles  of  Charge,  in  the 
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truth."     The  Article  alleged  and  charged  that  the  Bespondent 
meant  hj  the  "solemn  protest/'  the  '^ protest  against  the  Bath 
judgment/'  which  was  set  out  at  length  in  the  original  Article ; 
the  whole  af  which  passages,  with  the  protest  thus  specially  set 
out»  were  reformed  and  struck  out  by  the  Dean  of  the  Arches, 
against  whose  decision  the  appeal  now  was.    The  Article,  moreoyer, 
charged  that  the  Bespondent's  Essay  contained  passages,  therein 
set  forth,  which  maintained  a  declaration  of  belief  in  the  Beal 
Presence,  and  a  recommendation  of  Adoration  by  reason  thereof 
/  YL  That  the  before  mentioned  Essay,  in  the  same  second  edition, 
contained  further  passages,  set  out  in  that  Article  of  Charge,  and 
previously  in  the  Commission,  Letters  of  Bequest,  and  Citation, 
advocating  the  teaching  of  the  doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence  and 
the  use  of  ceremonial  observances,  of  the  use  of  Vestments,  lighted 
Candles,  and  incense,  and  declaring  the  true  doctrine  of  the  Eucha- 
rist to  be  threefold :  (1)  The  Beal  objective  Presence  of  our  Blessed 
Lord;   (2)  The  Sacrifice  oflfered  by  the  Priest;    and  (3)  The 
Adoration  due  to  the  Presence  of  Our  Blessed  Lord  in  the  Holy 
Eucharist,  with  extracts  from  a  Work  by  Dr.  Puset/,  entitled  "The 
Doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence,  as  contained  in  the  Fathers,  from 
the  death  of  S.  John  the  Evangelist  to  the  Fourth  General  Council, 
indicated  in  Notes  on  a  Sermon,  '  The  Presence  of  Christ  in  the 
Holy  Eucharist,  preached  a.d.   1853,  before  the  University  of 
^Oxford,* "  all  which  last-mentioned  extracts  were  disallowed  and 
struck  out  by  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Arches,  on  the  reformation 
.of  the  Ajrticles. 

Vn.  That  the  third  edition  of  the  same  Book  "A  Plea  for 
Toleration,"  &a,  contained,  among  others,  the  following  passages  at 
pages  3  and  4  of  the  Preface :  "  I,  therefore,  send  forth  this  Third 
Edition  with  as  little  comment  as  possible,  and  in  precisely  the 
same  language  as  that  which  was  used  in  the  first  and  second 
editions,  save  and  except  the  two  passages  referred  to,  omitting 
also  the  postscript,  which,  by  the  events  in  the  Church  which  have 
occurred  in  the  interval,  have  now  no  bearing  on  the  subject.  The 
Beader  will  observe  that  in  the  two  first  editions,  at  page  3,  the 
words  were :  *  The  real  actual  and  visible  Presence  of  Our  Lord 
upon  the  Altars  of  our  Churches*'  In  the  present  edition  he  will 
find,  at  page  2,  the  following  words  substituted :  '  The  real  and 
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actual  Presence  of  Our  Lord,  under  the  form  of  Bread  and  Wine 
upon  the  Altars  of  our  Churches."  He  will  also  observe,  that  at 
page  14  in  the  former  editions  the  words  were :  "  Who  myself  adore, 
and  teach  the  people  to  adore,  the  Consecrated  Elements,  believing 
Christ  to  be  in  them,  believing  that  under  their  veil  is  the  sacred 
Body  and  Blood  of  my  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ'  He  will 
now  find  the  following  words  substituted :  *  Who  myself  adore,  and 
teach  the  people  to  adore,  Christ  present  in  the  Sacrament,  under 
the  form  of  Bread  and  Wine,  believing  that  under  their  veil  is 
the  sacred  Body  and  Blood  of  my  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ/ 
My  meaning  and  that  which  passed  through  my  mind  in  writing 
the  original  passages  was  precisely  the  same  as  that  which  is  now 
conveyed  in  the  words  substituted,  but  as  the  original  words  were 
liable  to  a  different  construction  from  that  in  which  I  used  them, 
I,  therefore,  most  willingly  in  this  edition  adopt  another  formula 
to  express  my  meaning.  The  formula  now  adopted,  and  which, 
without  any  doubt,  will  convey  the  doctrine  of  the  Real  Presence, 
as  the  Church  would  teach  it,  has  been  suggested  to  me  by  him 
whose  name  stands  at  the  head  of  this  pamphlet,"  (the  said  Be  v. 
E,  B.  Pusey,  D.D.,)  **  one  to  whom  the  whole  Church  would  im- 
plicitly bow,  and  all  revere.  I  have  no  hesitation  in  adopting  his 
words  as  my  own  fully  and  completely,  and  on  this  basis  am  ready, 
with  him,  patiently  to  contend  for  the  faith  once  delivered  to  the 
Saints,  and  if  need  gladly  to  suffer."  That  the  preface  to  this 
third  edition,  as  well  as  the  Book  itself,  contained  further  passages 
in  the  Article  set  out,  in  which  the  same  doctrine,  as  previously 
stated,  was  reiterated,  affirmed,  and  adopted  by  the  Eespondent. 

YIIL  That  in  the  passages  set  forth  in  the  5th  Article  the 
Bespondent  had  maintained  the  doctrine  **  that  in  the  Sacrament 
of  the  Lord's  Supper  there  is  an  actual  presence  of  the  Body  and 
Blood  of  our  Lord  in  the  consecrated  Bread  and  Wine." 

IX.  That  in  the  same  passages  the  Bespondent  had  maintained 
and  Affirmed  *'  that  there  is  an  actual  presence  of  the  true  Body 
and  Blood  of  our  Lord  in  the  Sacramental  Bread  and  Wine  with- 
out or  external  to  the  Communicant,  by  virtue  of,  upon,  and  after 
the  consecration  of  the  same,  irrespectively  of  the  faith  and 
worthiness  of  the  Communicant,  so  as  to  be  received  by  all  Com- 
municants irrespectively  of  their  faith  and  worthiness." 
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X.  That  in  the  same  passages,  so  set  out,  the  Bespondent  main- 
tained "  that  there  is  an  actual  presence  of  the  true  Body  and 
Blood  of  our  Lord  in  the  Consecrated  Bread  and  Wine,  without  or 
external  to  the  Communicant,  prior  to  and  separate  from  the  act  of 
reception  by  the  Communicant." 

XI.  That  in  the  same  passages  the  Bespondent  maintained  or 
affirmed  '^  That  in  the  Holy  Communion  the  natural  Body  and 
Blood  of  our  Saviour  Christ  are  not  only  in  heaven,  but  here,  to 
wit,  upon  or  before  the  Altars  (thereby  referring  to  the  Communion 
Tables)  of  the  Churches  of  the  United  Church  of  England  and 
Ireland,  under  the  form  of  Bread  and  Wine." 

XII.  That  the  Bespondent  maintained  that  the  wicked  and  bucIi 
as  be  void  of  a  true  and  lively  faith  in  partaking  of  the  Holy  Com- 
munion, receive  or  are  partakers  of  the  true  Body  and  Blood  of 
our  Lord  (1). 

XIU.  That  the  Bespondent  maintained  "  that  the  Holy  Com- 
munion Table  is  an  Altar  of  sacrifice,  at  which  the  ministering 
Priests  appear  in  a  sacerdotal  position  at  the  celebration  of  the 
Holy  Communion,  and  that  at  such  celebration  there  is  a  great 
sacrifice  or  oflfering  of  Jesus  Christ  by  the  ministering  Priest;  and 
that  in  such  sacrifice  or  offering  the  Mediation  of  Jesus  ascends 
from  such  Altar  to  plead  for  the  sins  of  men." 

XIY.  That  the  Bespondent  maintained  ''that  in  the  Sacrament 
of  the  Lord's  Supper  there  is  an  actual  presence  of  the  Body  and 
Blood  of  our  Lord  in  the  consecrated  Bread  and  Wine." 

XV.  That  the  Bespondent  maintained  ''that  the  true  Body  and 
Blood  of  our  Lord  are  actually  and  visibly  present  upon  the 
Altars  and  under  the  form  or  veil  of,  and  in,  tbe  Sacramental 
Bread  and  Wine,  by  virtue  of  and  after  consecration  of  the  same, 
irrespective  of  the  faith  and  worthiness  of  the  Communicant,  so  as 
to  be  received  by  all  Communicants  irrespective  of  their  faith  and 
worthiness." 

XVI.  That  the  Bespondent  maintained  *'that  the  true  Body 
and  Blood  of  our  Lord  are  actually  and  visibly  present  upon  t&e 


(1)  The  whole  of  this  Article  was 
struck  out  by  the  Dean  of  the  Arches, 
as  charging,  with  other  passages  already 
noticed,  the  Resi)ondent  with  contra- 


vening the  29th  Article  of  Religion. 
The  disallowance  of  which  Article  was 
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Altars,  and  under  the  fonn  or  veil  of,  and  in,  the  Consecrated  Bread 
and  Wine,  prior  to  and  separately  from  the  act  of  reception  by  the 
Communicants." 

XYII.  That  the  Eespondent  maintained  ''that  in  the  Holy 
Communion  the  natural  Body  and  Blood  of  our  Saviour  Christ 
are  not  only  in  heaven  but  here,  to  sit  upon  or  before  the 
Altars,"  &c. 

XVIII.  That  the  Eespondent  maintained  "  that  all  who  come 
to  the  Lord's  Table,  including  the  wicked  and  such  as  be  void  of  a 
lively  faith  in  partaking  of  the  Holy  Communion,  receive  or  are 
partakers  of  the  Body  and  Blood  of  our  Lord  "  (1). 

XIX.  That  the  Bespondent  maintained  ''  that  the  Holy  Com- 
munion Table  is  an  Altar  of  a  Sacrificial  Character,  at  wliich  the 
ministering  Priests  of  the  Church  of  England  discharge  a  sacerdotal 
office  at  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  and  that  at  such 
celebration  there  is  a  living,  real,  spiritual  offering  of  Jesus  Christ 
by  the  ministering  Priest." 

XX.  That  the  Bespondent  maintained  "  that  adoration  or  wor- 
ship is  due  to  the  Consecrated  Bread  and  Wine." 

XXI.  That  the  Bespondent  maintained  *^  that  in  the  Sacrament 
of  the  Lord's  Supper  there  is  an  actual  presence  of  the  Body  and 
Blood  of  our  Lord  in  the  Consecrated  Bread  and  Wine." 

XXIL  That  the  Eespondent  maintained,  as  before  stated,  the 
actual  and  objective  Presence  of  our  Lord  upon  the  Altar,  under 
the  form  or  veil  of,  and  in,  the  Sacramental  Bread  and  Wine  after 
consecration. 

XXin.  That  the  Bespondent  maintained  the  doctrine  of  the 
actual  and  objective  Presence,  as  before  charged,  "  prior  to  and 
separately  from  the  act  of  reception  by  the  Communicant." 

XXIV.  That  the  Eespondent  maintained  'Hhat  the  natural 
Body  and  Blood  of  our  Saviour  Christ  are  not  only  in  heaven  but 
here." 

XXy.  That  the  Eespondent  maintained  the  doctrine  regarding 
the  reception  by  the  wicked,,  as  charged  in  the  12th  and  18th 
'Articles ;  and  which  25th  Article  was,  like  them,  expunged. 

XXYI.  That  the  Eespondent  maintained  ''  that  the  Holy  Com* 

(1)  This  Aiticle,  like  the  12tb,  and  for  the  same  reason,  was  expunged  by 
the  Dean  of  the  Arches  and  the  Judicial  Committee. 


J.O. 
1871-2 


Shkppabd 
BENKErrr. 

Second 

APPEAL. 


380 


CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL. 


[L.B. 


J.O. 
1871-2 

Shxpfard 

BXNNETT. 

8bcx)nd 

APPEAL. 


munion  Table  is  an  Altar  of  a  Sacrificial  Character,  as  charged  in 
the  19tli  Article  " 

XXYII.  That  the  Bespondent,  in  the  passages  therein  specified 
and  referred  to,  and  thereinbefore  set  forth,  maintained  *Uhat 
adoration  is  due  to  Christ,  present  upon  the  Altars  of  the  Churches 
in  the  Sacrament  of  the  Holy  Communion,  under  the  form  of 
Bread  and  Wine,  on  the  ground  that  under  their  veil  is  the  Sacred 
Body  and  Blood  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ." 

XXYIII.  That  each  of  the  said  Doctrines  or  Positions  so 
maintained  or  affirmed,  and  promulgated  by  the  Bespondent,  as 
charged  in  the  8th,  9th,  10th,  11th,  14th,  15th,  16th,  17th,  2l8t, 
22nd,  23rd,  and  24th  Articles  respectively,  is  contrary  and  repug- 
nant to  the  Doctrines  or  Position  of  the  said  Church  as  set  forth  in 
that  part  of  the  Bubric  at  the  end  of  the  Order  of  the  Adminis- 
tration of  the  Lord's  Supper,  which  is  in  the  words  following: 
**  Whereas,"  &c.  (being  the  Declaration  regarding  Kneeling) ;  con- 
trary also  to  the  Doctrines  or  Positions  contained  in  the  Thirty-nine 
Articles  of  Beligion,  whereby  it  is  declared  that  Christ  ascended 
into  heaven,  with  his  body,  with  flesh,  bone,  and  all  things  apper- 
taining to  the  perfection  of  man's  nature,  and  there  sitteth  until 
He  return  to  judge  all  men  at  the  last  day ;  contrary  also  to  that 
part  of  the  28th  Article  which  affirms  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  that., 
&c,  and  to  the  29th  Article ;  contrary  also  to  the  doctrines  con- 
tained in  the  Exhortation  to  the  Communicants  in  the  Order  of  the 
Administration  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  *^  and  to  the  end,"  Ac ;  to  the 
Prayer  after  the  Communion^  *'  We  most  heartily  thank  Thee,"  &c. ; 
contrary  to  the  Prayer  of  Consecration  in  the  said  office ;  contrary 
to  the  doctrines  contained  in  the  Catechism  in  the  Book  of  Com- 
mon Prayer,  regarding  the  nature  of  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's 
Supper ;  to  the  Collect  for  the  Sunday  after  Ascension  Day ;  con- 
trary also  to  the  third  Bubric  at  the  end  of  the  Communion  of  the 
Sick ;  which  Doctrines  of  the  Church  are  more  largely  expressed  in 
the  pages  in  that  Article  set  forth  and  taken  from  the  27th  of  the 
Second  Book  of  Homilies,  entitled  *'  An  Homily  of  the  worthy 
receiving  and  reverent  esteeming  of  the  Sacrament  of  the  Bodj 
and  Blood  of  Christ." 

XXIX.  Which  was  in  effect  a  repetition  of  the  previous  Article^ 
was  wholly  struck  out. 
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XXX.  That  each  of  the  DoctriHes  or  Positions  so  maintained 
or  affirmed  and  promulgated  by  the  Respondent,  as  charged  in  the 
13th,  19fh,  and  26th  Articles  respectively,  is  contrary  and  repug- 
nant to  the  Doctrine,  Position,  and  teaching  of  the  Church,  as  con- 
tained  in  the  31st  of  the  Thirty-nine  Articles  of  Religion,  and  as 
contained  in  the  second  warning  for  the  celebration  of  the  Holy 
Gommnnion,  to  the  address  to  the  Communicants,  and  to  the  Pre- 
face for  Easter  Day,  and  the  Prayer  of  Consecration,  and  to  the 
Prayer  next  after  the  Lord's  Prayer  at  the  conclusion  of  the  Office; 
contrary  also  to  the  teaching  of  part  of  the  15th  of  the  Thirty- 
nine  Articles,  and  to  the  definition  of  the  Sacraments  generally,  and 
specially  of  that  of  the  Lord's  Supper  in  the  25th  and  28th  Articles 
of  Religion,  to  those  parts  of  the  Catechism  which  treat  thereof, 
and  to  the  Rubric  at  the  end  of  the  Office  of  the  Communion  of  the 
Sick ;  contrary  also  to  the  82nd  of  the  Canons  and  Constitutions 
Ecclesiastical  made  in  the  year  1604,  and  more  largely  expressed 
in  the  Second  Homily  of  the  First  Book  of  Homilies,  entitled,  "  Of 
the  Misery  of  all  Mankind,  and  of  his  condemnation  to  Death  Ever- 
lasting by  his  own  Sin,"  and  to  yarious  passages  in  the  27th  of  the 
Second  Book  of  Homilies,  in  this  Article  of  Charge  set  forth  ;  and 
in  a  part  of  the  28th  of  the  Second  Book  of  Homilies,  entitled,  "  A 
Sermon  for  Whit-Sunday," 

XXXT-  That  each  of  the  Doctrines  or  Positions  so  maintained 
and  affirmed,  and  promulgated  by  the  Respondent,  as  charged  in 
the  20th  and  27th  Articles  of  Charge,  is  contrary  to  the  28th 
Article  of  Religion,  and  to  the  Rubric  at  the  end  of  the  Order  for 
the  Administration  of  the  Lord's  Supper. 

XXXII.  That  in  proof  of  the  matters  alleged  the  same  Books 
and  Pamphlets  already  mentioned  were  annexed. 

XXXIII.  That  the  Respondent,  being  a  Priest  in  Holy  Orders, 
bad  been  duly  charged  with  having  offended  against  the  Laws 
Ecclesiastical*  within  two  years  last  past,  and  by  reason  thereof 
was,  under  the  Statute  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86,  and  the  proceedings  taken 
thereunder,  subject  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

XXXIV.  That  all  and  singular  these  premises  were  true. 

The  present  appeal  was  from  so  much  of  the  Interlocutory 
Becree  of  the  30th  of  June,  1870,  as,  in  effect,  directed  the  refor- 
mation in  the  Articles  made  by  the  Judge  himself,  as  also  from 
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the  Order  of  the  16th  of  June,  1870,  whereby  he,  in  effect,  declined 
to  allow  the  passages  struck  out  in  the  Articles  so  reformed  to  be 
reinstated ;  and  also  from  the  final  Sentence  or  Decree  of  the 
23rdof  July,  1870. 

No  appearance  was  entered  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  Eespondent ; 
and  a  special  day  having  been  appointed  for  the  hearing,  of  the 
which  the  Respondent  had  due  notice,  the  appeal  came  on  for 
hearing,  the  Eespondent  still  declining  to  appear,  either  in  person 
or  by  Counsel. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Stephens^  Q.C.,  Dr.  Tridram,  Mr.  Archibald^  and  Mr. 
B.  Shato,  appeared  for  the  Appellant. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Stephens,  Q.C. : — The  Articles  of  charge  against  Mr. 
Bennett,  and  for  which  he  was  cited,  are  for  maintaining  false  doo- 
trine  in  three  different  Works,  printed  and  published  by  him,  viz., 
in  a  Book  entitled,  "  The  Church  and  the  World,"  which  con- 
tained an  Essay  or  Beview  entitled, ''  Some  Results  of  the  Trae- 
tarian  movement  of  1833 ;"  and  in  the  second  and  third  editions  of 
a  Book  or  Pamphlet  entitled  ''A  Plea  for  Toleration  in  the  Church 
yf  England,  in  a  Letter  to  the  Rev.  E.  JB.  Puaey.** 

The  nature  of  the  false  doctrine  contained  in  these  Works,  and 
specified  in  the  Articles  of  charge,  has  reference  to,  (1),  the  actual 
and  true  Presence  of  our  Lord  under  the  form  of  Bread  and  Wine 
upon  the  Altars  of  our  Churches;  (2),  the  Visible  Presence  of 
our  Lord  upon  the  Altar;  (3),  Sacrifice  offered  by  the  Priest; 
(4),  Adoration  of  the  Consecrated  Elements ;  and,  (5),  the  Recep- 
tion by  the  Wicked,  which  eat  not  the  Body  of  Christ  in  the  use 
of  the  Lord's  Supper.  This  last  charge  was  rejected  by  the 
learned  Dean  of  the  Arches  on  the  ground,  (1),  that  the  Charge 
was  not  preferred  before  the  Commissioners  under  the  Ohurdi 
Discipline  Act,  and  was  not  included  in  the  Citation ;  and,  (2),  that 
it  was  not  proved  that  Mr.  Bennett  maintained  the  doctrine  of 
Reception  by  the  Wicked,  as  charged  in  the  12th,  18th,  and  25th 
Articles,  which  were  ordered  to  be  reformed  by  striking  out  all 
that  related  *'  to  the  charge  of  contravening  the  29th  Article  of 
Religion,  as  to  the  Reception  of  the  Eucharist  by  the  Wicked." 
From  this  judgment  there  was  an  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in 
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Council,  and  the  Judicial  Committee  held,  that  the  first  ground 
assigned  by  the  learned  Judge  for  rejecting  the  Charge  was  unten- 
able (1).  But  as  to  the  second  ground  their  Lordships  held  that 
the  learned  Judge  was  justified  in  directing  the  Articles  to  be 
reformed,  '*  because  they  did  not  set  forth  any  passages  from  Mr. 
Bennett's  Work  in  which  Mr.  Bennett  maintained  any  doctrine 
impugning  the  29th  Article  of  Beligion."  It  appears,  therefore, 
that  the  reformation  of  the  Articles  extended  only  to  the  Charge 
of  Beception  by  the  Wicked,  and  did  not  apply  to  the  other 
Charges  contained  in  the  Articles ;  when,  however,  the  case  came 
before  the  Dean  of  the  Arches  for  the  final  admission  of  the 
Articles,  that  learned  Judge  not  only  struck  out  everything  that  re- 
lated to  the  Charge  of  Beception  by  the  Wicked,  but  he  also  struck 
out  certain  passages  in  Articles  5,  6,  7,  and  32,  which  related  to 
the  Beal  Presence  and  Adoration.  It  is  against  such  rejection,  which 
applies  to  the  Real  Presence  and  Adoration,  as  well  as  to  the  general 
decree  or  judgment  of  the  Dean  of  the  Arches,  that  we  now  appeal. 

Theib  Lordships,  after  consultation,  gave  Counsel  permission  to 
argue  the  case  on  the  assumption  that  the  passages  struck  out  by 
the  Dean  of  the  Arches  in  the  5th,  6th,  7th,  and  32nd  Articles  of 
Charge  were  restored  so  far  as  they  bore  upon  the  subjects  of  the 
**  Real  Presence  "  and  "  Adoration."  As,  however,  no  point  in  the 
tiltimate  judgment  of  the  Court  turned  upon  these  passages,  they 
have  not  been  reinserted  in  the  Articles  before  given- 
Mr.  A.  J.  Stephens: — Taking,  therefore,  the  doctrines  of  the 
Visible  Presence,  the  Sacrifice,  and  the  Adoration  of  the  Elements 
as  maintained  by  Mr.  Bennett,  and  set  forth  in  the  extracts  pleaded 
in  the  Articles,  I  proceed  now  to  shew  that  these  ^doctrines  are 
contrary  and  opposed  to  the  teaching  of  the  Church  in  her  Articles, 
Formularies,  Prayers,  Services,  Catechism,  and  Homilies,  and  are 
in  direct  violation  of  the  Canons  and  Constitutions  Ecclesiastical, 
particularly  those  we  have  specially  pleaded  in  the  28th  and  30th 
Articles  of  Charge. 

The  first  question  for  your  Lordships  to  consider  will  be,  the 
suflBdency  of  Mr.  Bennett's  retractation  of  his  profession  and  teach- 
(1)  See  ante,  p.  357. 
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ing  of  "  the  Visible  Presence  of  our  Lord  upon  the  Altars  of  our 
Churches,"  as  charged  in  the  15th  and  16th  Articles,  referring  to 
the  7th  Article,  which  contains  passages  from  his  Letter  or  Pamphlet 
entitled  "  a  Plea  for  Toleration,"  &c.,  in  which  that  doctrine  is 
maintained.  It  appears  that  the  words  articled  on  were  in  the  two 
first  editions  of  the  Bespondent  s  Pamphlet,  but  that  in  a  third 
edition  he  substituted  for  those  words :  *'  The  Beal  and  Actual  Pre- 
sence of  our  Lord  under  the  form  of  Bread  and  Wine  upon  the  Altars 
of  our  Churches,"  adding  that  his  meaning  in  writing  the  original 
passage  was  precisely  the  same  as  that  which  was  conveyed  in  tlie 
words  substituted.  The  learned  Judge,  the  Dean  of  the  Arches, 
stating  at  the  termination  of  his  judgment  the  conclusions  of  Law 
at  which  he  had  arrived,  says,  regarding  this  heresy :  ^  With 
respect  to  the  first  and  uncorrected  edition  of  his  Pamphlet, 
I  pronounce  that  Mr.  Bennett,  by  his  language  respecting  the 
Visible  Presence  of  our  Lord,  and  the  Adoration  of  the  Consecrated 
Elements,  has  contravened  the  law  of  the  Church.  If  Mr.  Benw^ 
had  not  renounced  this  language,  and  sitbstituted  other  for  it,  I 
must  have  considered,  whether  I  ought  not  to  pass  a  sentence  of 
suspension  upon  him,  accompanied  by  a  Monition  to  abstain  for 
the  future  from  such  language.  The  question  is  not  now  before 
me,  whether  this  retractation  of  Mr.  Bennett  would  have  sufficed 
to  satisfy  the  severe  provisions  of  the  Statute,  13  Eliz.  c.  12, 
but  whether  this  retractation,  however  ungraciously  made,  be  not 
sufficient  under  the  general, law  to  indicate  that  he  has  finally 
abandoned.the  unlawful  expressions  which  he  had  used.  I  think, 
on  the  whole,  they  are  sufficient  for  this  purpose."  Now  we  re- 
spectfully deny  the  reasoning  as  well  as  the  conclusions  of  the 
learned  Judge.  The  substitution  of  the  words  used  in  the  third 
edition  of  his  Pamphlet  by  Mr.  Bennett  was  no  renouncement  or 
retractation  of  the  words  used  in  the  first  and  second  editions ;  and, 
coupled  with  the  explanation  that  his  meaning  was  in  both  pas- 
sages the  same,  was  no  indication  of  his  having  abandoned  the 
expressions  that  he  had  in  the  first  instance  used,  and  which  the 
learned  Judge  himself  pronounces  unlawful.  We  submit  that, 
holding  the  opinion  of  their  illegality,  the  learned  Judge  was 
bound  to  require,  in  conformity  with  all  Ecclesiastical  Law,  a 
formal  Abjuration  or  Bevocation,  or  to  have  proceeded  to  pronounce 
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the  sentence  he  indicated.  The  general  law  in  regard  to  Clerks 
convicted  of  heresy  is  to  be  fonnd  in  Ayhffe's  Parergon,  p.  292 
[2nd  Ed.  1734],  and  in  the  3rd  Canon  of  the  Constitutions  of  Arch- 
bishop Arundel,  a.d.  1408,  Johnson's  Canons,  vol.  II.  p.  463.  A 
form  of  Abjuration  is  given  in  Vol.  II.  of  Hook's  Lives  of  the 
Archbishops  of  Canterbury  (N.S.),  p.  401,  used  by  Archbishop  Cran- 
mer  in  1555. 

Thus,  under  the  general  Ecclesiastical  Law  a  Clergyman  could 
not  free  himself  from  punishment  by  abjuring  until  after  Sentence 
had  been  pronounced ;  but  under  the  Statute,  13  Eliz.  c  12,  the 
severe  provisions  of  which  the  learned  Jud^e  speaks  of  (and  which 
is  the  only  direct  legislation  since  the  Beformation  for  the  punish- 
ment of  Clerks  for  heresy),  a  Clergyman  can  free  himself  from 
punishment  by  Bevocation  before  Sentence  has  been  pronounced. 
The  only  cases  on  the  Statute  of  Elizaheth  in  which  the  construction 
of  the  phrase  "revoke  his  error"  has  been  determined,  are  The 
Procuraior-Oeneral  v.  Stone  (1),  and  Burder  v.  Heath  (2).  In  the 
former  Lord  StoweU  held  ^'  that  a  promise  of  future  silence  was 
not  a  revocation  of  the  past;"  and  in  the  latter,  this  Tribunal  held, 
that  the  mere  expression  of  regret  was  not  a  sufficient  revocation ; 
but  that  there  must  be  a  formal  revocation.  The  alterations  made 
by  Mr.  Bennett  are  neither  an  abjuration  to  satisfy  the  general  law, 
uoT  a  revocation  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Elizdheth. 

The  Appellant,  therefore,  is  entitled  to  a  judgment  on  the  15th 
and  16th  Articles,  and  to  have  a  formal  Abjuration  by  Mr.  Bennetf 
of  the  language  that  he  has  used  in  the  first  and  second  editions  of 
his  "  Plea  for  Toleration."  Taking,  however,  the  language  used  by 
Mr.  Bennett  in  his  third  edition  of  the  "  Plea  for  Toleration,"  the 
charge  against  him  is,  that  he  maintains  that  after  Consecration 
tiiere  is  in  the  Elements  on  the  Altar,  and  in  the  hand  of  the  Priest, 
and,  therefore,  irrespective  of  the  Communicant,  a  Real  and  Actual 
Presence  of  the  true  Body  and  Blood  of  Christ ;  not  a  figurative, 
mystical,  or  sacramental  Body.  That  latter  doctrine  he  absolutely 
denies.  Now,  it  is  not  the  doctrine  of  a  Beal  Presence  in  the  ab- 
stract that  is  the  subject  of  this  charge  against  Mr.  Bennett,  but  the 
particular  kind  of  Beal  Presence  which  he  maintains,  and  which  is 
illustrated  by  a  passage  in  the  Life  of  CranmeTj  in  Vol.  11.  o{  Hook's 
(1)  1  Hagg.  Cong.  Rep.  424-432.  (2)  15  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  76. 
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Lives  of  the  Archbishops  of  Canterbury  (N.S.),  p.  152,  referring 
to  the  rejection  by  the  English  Eeformers  of  Luther's  view  of  the 
manner  in  which  our  Lord  is  present  in  the  Sacrament,  namely  by 
Consubstantiation.   Dr.  Waterland,  in  his  Doctrine  of  the  Eucharist^ 
[Ed.  1868],  p.  308,  states  the  true  effects  of  Consecration,  and 
gives  the  Church's  view  of  what  the  Eeal  Presence  is.    But  the 
Presence  which  we  say  Mr.  Bennett  in  his  writings  maintains  is  the 
External  Eeal  Presence,  not  the  Internal  Real  Presence,  as  defined 
by  Hooker,  Ecc.  Polity,  B.  V.  ch.  67,  s.  2,  and  s.  6,  who  says :  "  The 
Beal  Presence  of  Christ's  most  blessed  Body  and  Blood  is  not  t(V 
be  sought  for  in  the  Sacrament,  but  in  the  worthy  receiver  of  the 
Sacrament."    To  come,  however,  to  the  expression  of  the  Real  and 
Actual  Presence  introduced  by  Mr.  Bennett,  and  substituted  by 
him  in  his  third  or  amended  edition  of  his  Pamphlet  *'  Under  the 
Fonn  of  Bread  and  Wine."    Such  formula  we  maintain  is  unau- 
thorized by,  and  contrary  to,  the  doctrine  of  the  Church.    It  is 
borrowed  from  the  Church  of  Rome,  and  was  adopted  by  that 
Church  as  the  precise  expression  of  Eoman  doctrine  on  the  Beal 
Presence.  It  is  found  in  the  Council  of  Lateran,  under  Pope  Jnno- 
cent  III.,  when  the  doctrine  of  Transubstautiation  was  for  the  first 
time  decreed :  IV.  Lat.  Cone  A.D.  1215,  and  in  Uaaher's  '^Answer  to 
a  Jesuit^"  p.  74 ;  Cranmer's  Lord's  Supper,  pp.  51-53.     It  occurs 
in  one  place  only  in  documents  connected  with  the  Church  of 
England,  namely,  as  an  advertisement  at  the  end  of  the  First 
Book  of  Homilies,  p.  147  [Ed.  Oxford,  1859].  That  Book  was  pub- 
lished in  1547,  when  the  Six  Articles  Act,  31  Hen.  8,  c.  3,  which 
enforced  under  penalty  of  death  the  doctrines  of  the  Beal  Presence 
and  Transubstautiation,  was  in  force,  such  doctrines  being  expressed 
in  this  very  Formula,  "under  the  Form  of  Bread  and  Wine:*' 
3  Stat,  of  the  Bealm,  p.  739  [Ed.  Lond.  1827].    The  Six  Articles 
Act  was  repealed  in  1547,  by  1  Edw.  6,  c.  12 ;  and  the  second 
Book  of  Homilies,  prepared  by  Cranmer,  was  published  in  1563,  in 
which  this  Formula  was  abandoned  and  a  Sermon  substituted 
under  the  title  "  Of  the  worthy  receiving  and  reverent  esteeming 
of  the  Sacrament  of  the  Body  and  Blood  of  Christ :"  lb.  p.  439. 
In  the  same  Book,  p.  433,  is  thq  "Homily  of  the  Besuiiection," 
which  is  nearly  a  verbatim  reprint  of  one  of  Tavemer^s  Podils, 
printed  in  1540,  in  the  original  of  which  the  words  "  Christ  in  the 
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Form  of  Bread"  occur,  those  words  were  omitted,  and  are  not  to 
be  found  in  the  Homilies  recognised  and  authorized  by  the  35th 
Article  of  Religion.  Though  found  in  some  of  the  early  Service 
Books,  as  in  the  Primer  of  Henry  VIII.  in  1545  {Burton's  Three 
Primers,  p.  498),  and  in  a  modified  form  in  the  Primer  of  Edward  VI., 
in  1551,  it  did  not  occur  in  the  Second  Primer  of  Edward  VI. 
(Liturgies  oi  EdwardYi.\hMt  was  republished,  in  1559,  as  part  of 
Emry  VIII-'s  Primer,  in  the  Primer  of  Queen  Elizabeth  at  the  be- 
gimiing  of  her  reign  (Private  Prayers  of  Queen  ElizabeOi,  p.  86), 
though  omitted  in  the  Latin  form  of  her  Primer  in  1560  (16.,  581), 
and  in  the  revised  edition  of  the  Primer  in  English,  published  in 
1566,  the  formula  was  omitted.  The  formula  is  partially  used  in  the 
Work  known  as  the  *'  Necessary  Erudition  of  a  Christian  Man^  (For^ 
mularies  of  Faith  [Oxford  Ed.,  by  Lloyd,  1825]),  the  phrase  being 
"mider  the  form  of  bread;"  but  the  point  there  in  discussion  was 
the  Soman  doctrine,  that  both  Body  and  Blood  are  received  under 
the  form  of  each  element  separately.  The  Work,  however,  in  ques- 
tion is  no  authority  for  the  use  in  the  Formularies  of  the  Church. 
The  learned  Dean  of  the  Arches  assumes  that  the  formula  we 
object  to  is  still  in  the  Second  Book  of  Homilies,  which  we  deny, 
the  phrase  occurring  only  in  an  advertisement ;  and  in  his  ezami* 
nation  whether  the  phrase  is  or  is  not  in  accordance  with  ''  the 
Formularies  of  the  Church,"  he  infers  from  the  authorities  he  cites^ 
which  we  do  not  controvert,  that  the  words  used  in  the  Six  Articles 
Act,  do  not  per  ae  express  the  doctrine  of  Transubstantiation.  We 
agree  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence  and  Transubstantia* 
tion  are  distinct  and  different  What  we  contend  is,  that  no 
Protestant  Divine  of  the  English  Church  has  been  cited  by  the 
learned  Judge  who  has  used  the  Formula  objected  to,  to  express  the 
Beal  and  actual  Presence  of  our  Lord  upon  the  Altars  of  our 
Chorch  as  held  by  Mr.  Bennett 

I  now  proceed,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  doctrine  of  the  Church 
of  England  in  reference  to  the  questions  at  issue,  to  the  Historical 
Examination  of  the  Formularies.  The  first  Work  pertaining  either 
to  Public  Worship  or  to  the  teaching  of  the  Church  of  England, 
which  was  put  forth  in  the  reign  of  Edward  YI,  was  the  First 
Book  of  Homilies.  Then  came  "  The  Order  of  the  Communion  " 
to  be  added  to  the  Office  of  the  Missal,  which  was  still  in  use,  and 
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not  yet  reformed.  la  1548  a  Royal  Commission  was  issued  to 
Cranmer  and  others  "  to  draw  an  Order  of  Divine  Worship,"  with 
instructions  not  to  innovate,  but  to  remove  innovations.  The  labours 
of  these  Commissioners  were  embodied  in  the  first  Prayer  Book  of 
Edward  VI.,  which  became  law  by  the  first  Act  of  Uniformity 
(2  &  3 Edw.  6,  c.  1) :  CardweirsTv^o  Liturgies,  p.  427.  The  Sarum 
Missal  was,  in  1549,  the  Chief  Service  Book  of  the  unreformed 
Church  of  England,  and  was  the  basis  of  the  reformed  Communion 
Service,  which  omitted  the  passages  that  inculcate  the  Worship 
of  Saints,  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Mass,  the  Elevation  and  Sacramental 
Adoration,  and  that  which  referred  to  the  "Real  Presence."  All 
these  passages  are  to  be  found  in  Wcdkers  Sarum  Missed  (p.  75  to 
78).  The  Bubrics  preceding  the  act  of  reception  by  the  Priest  in 
the  words,  "  Here  he  receives  the  Body,"  and  "  Here  he  communi- 
cates himself  in  the  Blood  "  {BAd.  p.78),  were  also  omitted,  and  the 
Bubrics,  as  they  now  stand,  inserted,  which  designate  the  Elements 
as  the  Sacrament  of  the  Body  and  Blood,  as  taught  by  the  29th 
Article  of  Beligion  (Liturgies  of  Edward  VL,  p.  92 ;  CardwelCs  Two 
Liturgies).  The  Prayer  of  Consecration  was  also  materially  altered 
and  modified,  and  the  expression  "Holy  Mysteries"  introduced  into 
tlie  Communion  Service  {Walker's  Sarum  Miss.,  p.  65 ;  Liturgies  ot 
Edward  VI.,  pp.  80,  88,  and  92).  The  result  of  these  comparisons 
proves  that  the  doctrine  of  the  External  Beal  Presence  was  eradi- 
cated. The  Second  Prayer  Book  of  EduHird  VI.  was  put  forth  in 
1552,  under  the  infiuence  and  by  the  assistance  of  Cranmer  and  Bid- 
ley.  The  learned  Judge  of  the  Arches  is  in  error  in  supposing  that 
Cranmer's  opinions  were  at  that  time  decidedly  of  a  Lutheran  cha- 
racter, and  that  the  putting  forth  by  him  of  the  Catechism  of  Justus 
Jonas  was  an  evidence  of  that  fact.  Such  conclusions  are  not 
supported  by  history  or  authority.  Burton's  Cranmer's  Catechism, 
[Oxford  Ed.,  1829],  pp.  8, 176, 177,  207,  208;  Cranmer's  Treatke 
on  the  Lord's  Supper,  Works,  p.  374 ;  Archb.  Laurence's  Bampton 
Lectures,  pp.  17,  45,  and  240 ;  all  shew,  that  Cranmer  held  no  Pre- 
sence in  the  Elements,  no  Corporal  Presence,  but  a  Spiritual  Pre- 
sence only  to  the  Soul  of  the  faithful  receiver.  The  same  doctrine 
was  adopted  and  professed  by  Bp.  Bidley  (8  Hooker's  Biog.  Diet.. 
p.  219) ;  Bp.  Bidhy's  Works,  pp.  240, 241 ;  Bullinger's  Letters,  p.  322 
[Ed.  Park.  Soc.].    The  object  of  the  Legislature  in  putting  forth 


VOL.  IV.] 


CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  CX)UNOIL. 


38U 


the  second  Prayer  Book  of  Edward  VI.  are  stated  in  sect,  4  of 
the  second  Aet  of  Uniformity  (5  &  6  Edw.  6|  c.  1),  and  fully  appear 
by  a  comparison  of  the  two  Liturgies  of  Edward  VI.  {CardwdPs 
Two  Liturgies,  p.  92),  and  entirely  excluded  the  doctrine  of  the  Beal 
Presence.  Moreovery  this  Second  Prayer  Book  of  Edward  VI.  con- 
tained the  Declaration  on  Kneeling,  which  conclusiyely  shews  both 
the  opinion  of  the  framers  of  that  Liturgy,  that  it  was  the  direct 
object  and  intention  of  the  Service  then  established  to  exclude  all 
notion  of  a  Beal  Presence  by  declaring  that,  '^  As  concerning  the 
natural  Body  and  Blood  of  our  Saviour  Christ,  they  are  in  Heaven, 
and  not  here ;  for  it  is  against  the  truth  of  Christ's  true  natural 
Body  to  be  in  more  places  than  one  at  one  time."  And  that  at 
that  time  this  was  the  true  doctrine  of  the  Church  is  further  evi- 
denced by  the  Articles  of  Beligion  of  1552,  which,  though  not 
confirmed  by  Parliament,  were  published  by  the  King's  authority, 
and  contained  a  like  declaration  as  to  the  Body  of  Christ ;  Hard- 
wieh's  Articles  [Lond.,  1859,  p.  312].  On  the  accession  of  Eliza- 
heih,  the  first  Act  of  Her  reign  reinvested  the  Crown  with  juris- 
diction in  Ecclesiastical  and  Spiritual  matters.  The  second  Act 
was  Elizabeth's  Act  of  Uniformity.  That  was  preceded  by  a  Com- 
mittee of  Divines,  who  were  directed  to  review  the  two  Books 
of  Common  Prayer  of  Edward  VI.  (CardwdTs  Conferences,  p.  53), 
and  on  whose  advice  the  second  Book  of  Edward  VI.  was  ulti- 
mately restored  with  some  modifications  {Keeling,  Liturg.  Britan.^ 
pp.  217,  219),  but  without  doctrinal  change  (Whitgiffs  Works,, 
vol.  iii.,  p,  98 ;  Hookers  Life,  8  Biog.  Diet,  p.  745).  It  is  true 
that  the  Declaration  on  Kneeling  was  omitted  in  Elizabeth'slBrayer 
Book,  but  the  reason  no  doubt  was  because  that  Declaration  had 
been  added  to  the  Prayer  Book  of  Edward  VI.  without  the  autho- 
rity of  Parliament,  a  fact  which  the  learned  Judge  in  the  Court 
below  has  in  his  comments  on  this  omission  entirely  overlooked. 
The  omission,  however,  to  restore  this  Declaration  is  unimportant, 
since  it  was  substantially  restored  by  the  Aet  of  Uniformity  of 
Charles  II.  The  next  material  event  in  the  history  of  the  Church 
was  the  enactment  by  Parliament  in  the  13  Eliz.,  e.  12,  of  the 
Thirty-nine  Articles  of  Beligion. 

It  will  be  necessary  to  consider  0nly^the^28th2 Article,  "Of  the 
Lord's  Supper."    That  Article  was  founded  on  the  29th  Article  of 
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J. C.  the  Articles  of  1552.  It  contains  four  sections;  the  first  sets 
1871-2  forth  the  doctrine  of  the  Chnrch  of  England  on  the  Lord's  Supper 
Shippabd  in  a  positive  form,  declaring  what  is  to  be  believed  respecting  it ; 
the  other  three  sections  are  negative,  declaring  what  things  are 
not  to  be  believed  or  done  respecting  it.  That  first  section  alone 
is  conclusive  against  Mr.  Bennetts  teaching  of  a  Eeal  and  Actual 
Presence.  The  second  section  of  the  Article  is  not  applicable  to 
the  case,  as  no  charge  is  made  against  Mr.  Bermeti  in  respect  of 
Transubstantiation.  The  third  section  is  equally  opposed  as  tbe 
first  to  the  teaching  of  Mr.  Bennett,  by  its  denying  any  corporal 
manner  of  giving,  receiving,  or  eating  the  Body  of  Christ  The 
words  are  a  substitution,  which  is  merely  in  the  phraseology,  for 
those  in  the  third  section  of  the  same  Article,  in  those  of  1552, 
Hardwiek's  Articles  [ionrf.,  1859,  p.  312],  the  meaning  is  precisely 
the  same.  The  giving  of  the  Body  of  Christ  spoken  of  is  by  God, 
and  not  by  the  Priest :  Hammondy  Prac.  Catechism,  Anglo-Catholic 
Lib.  p.  396 ;  Bishop  Nlehohon,  Exposition  of  Cat.  of  the  Church 
of  England^  lb.  183 ;  Bishop  Morton,  Cath.  Appeal  for  Protestants, 
Lond.  1610,  p.  131 ;  Dean  Jaehsm's  Works,  voL  ix,,  p.  594  [EA 
Oxford,  1844]  ;  Bp.  Hoop&r,  Eariy  Writings  [Ed.  Park.  Soc.  p.  191] ; 
Homilies,  p.  445.  If  we  examine  NoweWs  Catechism  (pp.  94, 
207,  215,  216),  a  Work  of  the  greatest  importance,  approved  and 
followed  by  Convocation  in  framing  the  Thirty-nine  Ajrticles,  we 
shall  find  the  whole  doctrine  of  the  Lord's  Supper  declared  to  be 
decisively  against  the  Keal  Presence:  CardtoetTs  Synods  Vol.  L, 
p.  128.  In  1563  was  issued  the  second  Book  of  Homilies,  with  a 
reprint  of  the  First  Book,  which  had  been  issued  in  1547.  This 
second  Book  contains  a  Sermon  entitled,  "An  Homily  of  the 
worthy  receiving  and  reverent  esteeming  of  the  Sacrament  of  the 
Body  and  Blood  of  Christ,"  and  teaches  as  the  doctrine  of  the 
Church  of  England,  (1),  that  in  the  Lord's  Supper  « the  incorpo- 
ration of  the  Body  and  Blood  of  Christ"  is  "in  the  souls  of  the 
faithful  through  faith  ";  (2),  that  in  the  Lord's  Supper  the  meat 
we  seek  for  is  spiritual  food,  the  nourishment  of  our  Soul— a 
heavenly  refection,  not  earthly ;  (3),  that  this  spiritual  food  is  to 
be  received  and  enjoyed  by  faith  alone;  and,  (4),  that  "unbe- 
lievers and  faithless  cannot  feed  upon  that  precious  Body,"  bat 
receive  only  *'  the  outward  Sacrament."    Next  come  the  Canons 
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of  1603,  which  confirm  the  Eucharistic  Doctrine  of  the  Prayer 
Book,  and  of  NoweWs  Catechism.  The  57th  Canon  states  "  that 
the  doctrine  of  the  Lord's  Supper  is  sufficiently  set  down  in  the 
Book  of  Common  Prayer."  In  the  same  year  the  additions  to  the 
Catechism  of  Edward  VL's  second  Prayer  Book  were  set  forth, 
in  these,  which  were  an  explanation  of  the  Sacraments,  the  word 
''Sacrament"  is  always  used  in  the  sense  of  an  Ordinance,  never  in 
that  of  the  Elements ;  the  words  "  inward  "  and  **  outward  "  apply 
to  the  recipients  <mly ;  by  "  the  faithful,"  the  worthy  recipients  are 
meant;  these  additions  give  no  sanction  to  the  error  of  the  Beal 
Presence,  but  affirm  the  doctrine  of  the  Thirty-^ine  Articles,  and 
of  the  Communion  Office ;  and  are  known  to  be  an  abridgment 
of  NoweWs  Catechism :  Bishop  Jackson's  Pref.  to  NowdTs  Catech. 
p.  xxxni.,  lb.  p.  212.  In  1662  the  Ad  of  Uniformity  was  passed, 
and  the  Prayer  Book  now  in  use  enacted.  The  Thirty-nine 
Articles  were  ratified  and  confirmed,  and  the  Declaration  on  Kneel- 
ing restored.  This  was  done,  as  it  appears,  after  and  in  conse- 
quence of  the  Savoy  Conference  {GardweWs  Conferences,  p.  322), 
and  the  revision  of  the  Prayer  Book  in  1661.  There  was,  how- 
eyer,  one  remarkable  difference  in  the  Declaration  on  Kneeling 
then  established ;  the  Declaration  in  1552  contained  a  denial  of 
"any  real  or  essential  Presence  there  being  of  Christ's  natural 
flesh  and  blood."  In  the  Declaration  in  1662  the  words  ^'  real  and 
essential  Presence  there  being,"  were  omitted,  and  the  words 
^  corporal  Presence "  substituted*  This  alteration  did  not  make 
any  doctrinal  change;  the  change  was  exclusiyely  one  of  phrase* 
ology,  and  arose  from  the  change  that  had  taken  place  in  the 
language  of  the  Eucharistic  Controyersy  between  1552  and  1662. 
The  use  of  the  phrase  is  illustrated  by  the  language  of  Protestant 
Divines  between  those  years :  Archd.  PhUpoi,  Examinations 
[Park.  Soc.  Ed.],  p.  130 ;  4rchb.  DssA^'s  Irish  Articles  of  Eeligion, 
94th  Article;  MringUm's  Life  of  Ussher^  App.  p.  xlix. ;  Cb«t», 
Works,  vol.  iv.,  p.  170 ;  Lituigy  of  Edward  VL,  English  and  Latin, 
pp.  534-677;  Cranmer's  Treat,  on  the  Lord's  Supper,  p.  47, 
Works  [Ed,  Park.  Soc]  Previous  and  down  to  1662  the  phrase 
''Corporal  Presence,"  bore  one  definite  meaning,  namely,  the 
'*  Presence  of  the  Body  of  Christ  in  the  Sacred  Elements,"  and  was 
80  interpreted  by  both  Boman  and  Protestant  Divinesy  the  former 
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asserting  the  doctrine  to  be  true,  the  latter  denying  it  altogether. 
Bp.  OardineTf  writing  in  1550,  against  Cranmer  (Cranmer^s  Lord's 
Supper,  p.  155) ;  Harding,  in  1564,  against  Jetvel  (Sermons,  p.  455 ;) 
are  Eoman  authorities.  Dr.  Hammond,  Prac.  Catechism,  p.  385 ; 
Wedminsler  Confession,  Art.  7,  in  Hale's  Harmony  of  Protestant 
Confessions,  p.  601 ;  these  are  Protestant  Divines.  The  learned 
Judge  in  the  Court  below  denies  that  the  terms  in  the  two  Declara- 
tions are  equivalent,  and  holds  that  '^  Corporal "  means  something 
local.  We  maintain  that  the  Declaration  is  destructive  of  the  doc- 
trine of  the  Beal  Presence,  and  was  intended  to  be  so.  Bumd, 
Hist  of  His  Own  Times,  vol.  i.,  p.  333,  gives  the  history  of  the 
Declaration,  which  is  conclusive  as  to  its  intention  as  well  as  its 
meaning. 

Now,  the  "  Natural  Body  of  Christ "  spoken  of  in  the  Declarationi 
is  so  called  to  distinguish  the  *'  true  "  Body  of  Christ,  from  his  mysti- 
cal Body,  the  Church ;  but  they  are  one  and  the  same  Body,  and  are 
so  held  by  the  highest  Ecclesiastical  authorities :  Hooker,  Ecc.  Polity, 
chap.  55;  Bishop -BidZey's  Works,  p.  236;  i^oaje'a  "Actes  and  Monu- 
ments," vol.  vi.  p.  302 ;  Card.  Synod,  p.  406.  The  Spiritual  Body 
and  the  Spiritual  Presence  of  Christ  are  defined  and  illustrated 
by  Jewel  (Sermons,  p.  484  [Ed.  Park.  Soc.]  ),  and  Bishop  Jeremy 
Taylor  (Works  by  Eden,  vol.  vi.,  p.  17,  p.  669 ;  Cranmer's  Ijori's 
Supper,  pp.  95, 96, 100.)  The  doctrinal  importance  of  the  Declara- 
tion on  kneeling  is  evidenced,  therefore,  from  its  manifest  inten- 
tion and  purport  that  the  Body  of  Christ  cannot  be  adored  in  the 
Elements ;  that  it  is  in  Heaven,  not  here,  and  can  only  be  partaken 
of  in  a  Spiritual  and  heavenly  manner  by  those  who  worthily 
receive  it  in  the  Lord's  Supper.  This  is  the  language  of  all  the 
authorities,  and  is  the  true  teaching  of  the  Church  in  her  Artides 
and  Formularies.  We  submit,  therefore,  that  since  the  true  Body 
of  Christ  is  but  one,  and  that  Body  is  the  natural  Body,  the 
Articles  11,  17  and  24  of  Charge  have  been  proved,  and  that 
Mr.  Bennett  ought  to  be  condemned  thereon. 

We  come  now  to  the  consideration  of  the  13th,  lOth,  and  26th 
Articles  of  Charge,  which  impute  to  Mr.  Bennett  false  doctrine  and 
false  teaching  regarding  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion, 
by  maintaining  that  there  is  at  that  celebration  a  greats  living, 
real  and  Spiritual  Sacrifice  or  o£fering  of  Jesus  Christ  by  the 
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ministering  Priest.  This,  which  is  termed  the  Eueharistic  Sacri- 
fice, is  the  second  charge  of  false  doctrine  made  against 
Mr.  BenndL  This,  we  maintain,  is  at  direct  variance  with  the 
teaching  of  the  3Ist  Article  of  Beligion,  but  is  consistent  with  the 
3rd  Canon  of  the  Council  of  Trent,  which 'declares  the  Sacrifice  of 
the  Mass  to  be  propitiatory.  Now,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  this 
doctrine  of  the  Eueharistic  Sacrifice,  or  the  Sacrifice  of  the  Mass, 
as  it  was  termed  befqre  the  Reformation,  was  utterly  rejected  by 
the  Reformers,  and  was  obliterated  in  the  Church  of  England,  as 
appears  from  a  comparison  of  the  Prayers  constituting  the  Sacri- 
fice of  the  Mass  {Walher's  Sarum  MissfiJ,  pp.  51,  53, 65, 67,  and  81), 
and  the  first  and  second  Prayer  Books  of  Edward  VI.  (Liturgies 
of,  pp.  88,  89-92) ;  Faulkner  v.  Litchfield  (1).  The  doctrine  of  the 
Chnrch  in  regard  to  Sacrifice  is  further  set  forth  in  the  Homilies, 
Book  L,  p.  22,  and  Book  II.,  p.  440.  In  the  Church  Catechism,  in 
the  answer  to  the  question,  "  Why  was  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's 
Sapper  ordained?"  which  accords  with  the  description  given  in 
NoweTs  Catechism,  p.  215,  and  has  been  commented  on  and  illus- 
trated by  the  judgment  in  this  Court  in  the  case  of  Westerton 
V.  Lidded  (2),  and  ParJcer  v.  Leach  (3).  The  learned  Judge  in 
the  Arches  Court  has  commented  on  these  authorities,  and  in  the 
view  he  takes  does  not  think  that  Mr.  Bennetfa  language  conflicts 
with  them,  or  that  he  has  exceeded  that  liberty  of  expression  which 
has  been  used  by  the  Divines  whom  he  has  cited. 

The  last  charge  against  Mr.  Bennett,  is  that  of  Sacramental 
Adoration.  This  charge  is  contained  in  Articles  20  and  27. 
Art.  20  is  founded  on  the  language  used  by  Mr.  Bennett  in  the 
second  edition  of  his  Plea  for  Toleration,  and  charges  him  with 
mamtaining  the  doctrine  that  Adoration,  or  Worship,  is  due  to  the 
eonsecrated  Bread  and  Wine ;  but  as  he  has  substituted  in  the 
third  edition  "  Christ  present  in  the  Sacrament  under  the  form  of 
Bread  and  Wine,"  as  charged  in  the  27th  Article,  to  that  charge  I 
now  confine  my  present  argument.  This  is  the  Romish  doctrine, 
consistent  with  Romish  practice  (Brevififs  Depth  and  Mystery  of 
the  Roman  Mass,  p.  109  [Oxford  Ed.  1673] ;  Harding,  in  Jetoel, 
Sermon,  p.  523).     The  worship  of  the  Sacrament,  as  the  worship 

(1)  1  Robt.  184.  (2)  Moore's  Spec.  Hep.  pp.  176-7, 180-1. 

(3)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  326. 
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of  Christ  therein,  i.e,y  in  the  Elements,  was  the  practice  of  the 
unreformed  Church  of  England  at  the  death  of  Henry  YIII. 
{Sarum  Missal  of  1519  and  1527  [Ed.  Lond.  1868],  p.  311).  The 
Bubric  which  follows  upon  the  words  used  by  the  Priest  in  conse- 
cration, "for  this  is  my  Body,"  gives  the  following  Order:  "Let 
the  Priest  incline  to  the  Host,  and  with  bowed  head  adore  it,  and 
afterwards  elevate  it  above  his  forehead,  that  it  may  be  seen  by  the 
people."  This  Kubric  was  omitted  from  the  first  Prayer  Book  of 
Edward  VI.,  and  a  new  Kubric  inserted  after  the  Prayer  of  Con- 
secration in  the  following  language,  as  found  in  the  Liturgies  of 
Edward  VL,  CardweU,  p.  89 :  "  These  words,  as  before  rehearsed, 
are  to  be  said  turning  still  to  the  Altar,  without  any  elevation  or 
shewing  of  the  Sacrament  to  the  people."  There  is  a  similar  altera- 
tion in  the  position  and  object  iu  the  service  of  the  hymn  known 
as  the  "  AgnuB  Dei  "  {Sarum  Miss.,  p.  317,  Liturgies  of  Edward  VL, 
p.  92),  the  singing  of  which  is  postponed  till  after  the  Consecration 
of  the  Elements.  The  object  of  the  Beformers  in  thus  postponing 
this  Hymn  was,  that  it  should  no  longer  be  addressed  to  any 
supposed  presence  of  Christ  in  the  Elements  on  the  Altar ;  and, 
therefore,  it  was  not  used  until  the  Elements  were  in  the  process  of 
consumption.  It  appears  from  the  Visitation  Injunctions  of  Bishop 
Bidletf,  in  1550,  that  the  Bomish-indined  Priests  evaded  this 
Kubric,  and  the  Beformers,  in  framing  the  second  Prayer  Book  in 
1552,  by  the  alterations  they  then  made  (Lit  of  Edward  VL,  p.  92), 
shewed  their  view  and  intention  regarding  it  The  Adoration  of  the 
Sacrament  is  expressly  condemned  by  Art.  28  of  the  39  Articles: 
"  The  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper  was  not  by  Christ's  ordi- 
nance reserved,  carried  about,  lifted  up,  or  worshipped,"  which 
in  Martin  v.  Mackonochie  (1)  was  held  by  this  Tribunal  to  be  a 
direct  prohibition  of  the  worship  of  the  Sacrament.  Dugdaie's 
Life  of  Bishop  Geste,  p.  119.  There  is  then  the  further  and  con- 
clusive prohibition  in  the  Declaration  on  Kneeling.  The  learned 
Judge  of  the  Arches  in  his  judgment  says,  that  Mr.  Bennetts  doc- 
trine in  teaching  the  Adoration  of  Christ  present  in  the  Sacra- 
ment "  is  not  at  variance  with  the  Declaration  on  Kneeling,  which 
discountenances  the  worship  of  the  Elements  and  of  the  corporal 
Presence  of  Christ  Nor  is  it  repugnant  to  the  28th  Article 
(1)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  p.  413, 
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of  Beb'gion,  as  suggested  by  the  Promoter;  for  that  Article 
contains  no  Declaration  against  the  Adoration  of  the  Spiritual 
Presence  of  Christ  in  the  Holy  Eucharist  ?' — a  construction  and  in- 
ference which  we  entirely  deny,  as  against  the  plain  meaning  of 
the  language  used,  and  all  the  authorities  cited  or  referred  to 
by  the  learned  Judge;  supported  and  confirmed  by  no  less  an 
authority  than  Bishop  Beveridge^  who,  in  a  Discourse  upon  the 
Thirty-Nine  Articles,  in  his  Ecdesia  Anglicana  Eeclesia  Cathdica^ 
Works,  vol.  vii.,  p.  490,  commenting  on  the  last  clause  in  the  28th 
Article,  which  prohibits  the  worship  of  the  Sacrament,  says,  '*  And 
if  the  primitive  Churc^  was  against  the  reservation,  surely  it  was 
much  more  against  the  Adoration  of  the  Sacrament,"  holding,  as 
we  have  shewn  before,  that  no  person  or  thing,  under  any  pretence 
whatsoever,  ought  to  be  worshipped,  besides  God.  ^  I  know  it  is 
not  bare  Bread  our  Adversaries  say  they  worship,  but  Christ  in 
the  Bread,  or  the  Bread  in  the  name  of  Christ.  But  I  wish  them 
to  consider  what  Qregory  Nyssen  long  ago  said :  *  He  that  wor- 
shippeth  a  creature,  though  he  do  it  in  the  name  of  Christ,  is  an 
Idolater,  giving  the  name  of  Christ  to  an  Idol ;'  and,  therefore,  let 
them  not  be  angry  at  us  for  concluding  them  to  be  Idolaters,  whilst 
they  eat  one  piece  of  Bread  and  worship  the  other,  and  for  assert- 
ing that  the  Sacrament  ought  not  to  be  reserved,  carried  about,  or 
worshipped.' "  We  insist,  therefore,  that  Mr.  Bennett's  teaching  of 
Adoration  of  Christ  present  under  the  form  of  Bread  and  Wine  on 
the  Altar,  as  well  as  on  the  subjects  of  Sacrifice  and  Worship,  is 
contrary  to  the  law  and  doctrine  of  the  Church,  set  forth  in  her 
Articles,  Formularies  and  Services,  and  as  held  and  interpreted  by 
all  her  best  and  soundest  Divines,  and  that  Mr.  Bennett  has  ex- 
ceeded the  liberty  which  the  law  allows  upon  these  subjects,  and 
ought  to  be  condemned. 

The  learned  Dean  of  the  Arches  by  bis  judgment  has  decided 
that  the  Formularies  of  the  Church  exclude  no  other  forms 
of  doctrine  than  these  two,  namely  (1)  Transubstantiation  and 
(2)  the  denial  of  grace  in  the  Sacrament,  which  he  attributes  to 
Zumglu  With  the  exception  of  these  two  errors  the  learned  Judge 
considers  that  any  doctrine  on  the  subject  of  the  Presence  is  com- 
patible with  the  Formularies.  That  the  language  of  the  Formu- 
laries is  not  definite  upon  the  subject  of  the  Presence,  and  that, 
therefore,  the  language  of  great  Divines  of  our  Church  may  be 
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J.  0.  appealed  to  who  support  the  doctrine  as  maintained  by  Mr.  BenneU. 
1871-2  The  learned  Judge  cites  BcUramn  and  JElfric,  who  lived  six  or  seven 
hundred  years  before  the  reign  of  Edward  VI.,  and  cannot  be  autho- 
rities for  the  interpretation  of  the  Formularies  of  the  Church.  He 
cites  Bp.  Ridley  also  (Works,  p.  202)  as  adopting  Rutramn's  opinions, 
which  are  best  expressed  by  the  Bishop  of  St.  David^s,  in  his  charge 
of  October,  1857,  p.  131  The  learned  Judge  quotes  also  Bp.  Ridlei/ 
(Works,  p.  272),  Bishop  Jewel  (Apology,  p.  13),  Bishop  Overall 
(Note  to  NichoHs  Book  of  Common  Prayer),  Oeorge  Herbet^t,  Arch- 
bishop Laudy  Bishop  Andretoes,  Dr.  Donne,  Bishop  Cbstn,  Bishop 
Forbes,  Dr.  Jachson.  He  refers  to  the  Council  of  Ephesus,  and 
quotes  from  Kens  Catechism,  Bishop  Jeremy  Taylor,  Dr.  Hetj, 
Bishop  Pearson,  Dean  Brevint,  Thomdihe,  a  coadjutor  not  a  Com- 
missioner at  the  Savoy  Conference  {GardwelVs  Conf.  p.  257),  Arch- 
bishop Bramhall,  Sparro^v,  Archbishop  Tilldson,  Tardley,  Bishop 
Beveridffe,  with  many  other  Authors,  both  living  and  dead,  all  of 
which  are  set  out  in  the  judgment  of  the  learned  Judge;  but 
which,  when  examined,  we  confidently  maintain  do  not  warrant  the 
opinion  expressed  by  the  learned  Judge,  or  justify  the  doctrines 
affirmed  by  Mr.  BenneU,  or  the  language  which  he  has  adopted  to 
express  them,  and  which  the  learned  Dean  of  the  Arches  holds  are 
not  opposed  to  the  true  interpretation  of  the  Articles  and  Formu- 
laries of  the  Church  (1). 

Dr.  Tristram  followed  Mr.  Stephens. 

1872  The  consideration  of  their  Lordships'  judgment  was  reserved, 

June  8.      ^^d  now  pronouncod  by 

The  Lord  Chancellor  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  final  Sentence  or  Decree  pronounced 
by  the  Dean  of  the  Arches  Court  of  Canterbury  on  the  23rd  of 
July,  1870,  and  also  from  two  Interlocutory  Orders  made  by  the  same 
Judge,  in  a  cause  of  the  office  of  the  Judge  promoted  by  Thomas 


(1)  The  argument  as  reported  has 
been  necessarily  confined  to  the  proof 
of  the  heresies  alleged  in  the  Articles  of 
Ghaige.  The  learned  Counsel  for  the 
Appellant  entered  into  an  elaborate 
criticism  of  the  judgment  of  the  Dean 
of  the  Arches,  and  the  various  autho- 


rities from  the  writiugs  of  Divines,  &c., 
referred  to  and  relied  on  by  that  learned 
Judge.  The  learned  Counsel's  argu- 
ment having  been  printed  in  extensoj 
and  published  (Lond.  8vo.  1872,  Bivin!;' 
tm\  pp.  310),  that  portion  of  it  has 
been  omitted  here. 
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Byard  Sheppard,  the  Appellant,  against  the  Eev.  William  James 
Early  Bennett,  Vicar  of  the  Parish  of  Frome  Selwood,  in  the  Diocese 
of  Bath  and  Wells,  the  Respondent,  for  having  offended  against  the 
Laws  Ecclesiastical  by  having,  within  two  years  from  the  date  of  the 
institution  of  the  cause,  caused  to  be  printed  and  published  certain 
Works,  in  which  lie  is  alleged  to  have  advisedly  maintained  or 
affirmed,  doctrines  directly  contrary  or  repugnant  to  the  Articles 
and  Formularies  of  the  United  Church  of  England  and  Ireland,  in 
relation  to  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  such  Works  being 
entitled  respectively  '*  Some  Results  of  the  Tractarian  Movement  of 
1833,"  forming  one  of  the  essays  contained  in  a  volume  entitled 
"The  Church  and  the  World,"  edited  by  the  Rev.  Orby  Shipley, 
Clerk,  printed  and  published  in  London  in  the  year  1867 ;  "  A  Plea 
for  Toleration  in  the  Church  of  England,  in  a  Letter  addressed  to  the 
Rev.  E.  JB.  Pusey,  D JD.,  Regius  Professor  of  Hebrew,  and  Canon  of 
Christ  Ghureh,  Oxford,  2nd  edition,"  printed  and  published  in 
London  in  the  year  1867 ;  and  "  A  Plea  for  Toleration  in  the 
Church  of  England,  in  a  Letter  to  the  Rev.  E.  B.  Pusey^  D.D., 
Eegius  Professor  of  Hebrew,  and  Canon  of  Christ  Church,  Oxford, 
3rd  edition,"  printed  and  published  in  London  in  the  year  1868. 

The  cause  was  instituted  in  the  Arches  Court  of  Canterbury  by 
virtue  of  Letters  of  Request  of  the  late  Lord  Bishop  of  Bath  and 
Wells,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  Act,  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86. 

The  Respondent  was  duly  cited  on  the  26th  of  July,  1869. 

No  appearance  was  given  to  the  Citation,  and  in  default  of 
appearance  Articles  were  filed  in  accordance  with  the  practice  of 
the  Court 

On  the  30th  of  October,  1869,  the  Judge,  having  previously 
heard  Counsel  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant,  directed  the  Articles  to 
be  reformed,  by  omitting  such  parts  thereof  as  charge  the  Respon- 
dent with  contravening  the  29th  Article  of  Religion,  entitled  "  Of 
the  Wicked  which  eat  not  the  Body  of  Christ  in  the  use  of  the 
Lord's  Supper." 

From  such  Decree  or  Order  a  petition  of  appeal  was  presentefl, 

^th  the  permission  of  the  Judge,  and  the  appeal  came  before  the 

Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  on  the  26th  of  March, 

1870  (1),  when  the  Lords  of  the  Committee,  having  heard  Counsel 

(I)  Ante,  p.  350. 
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on  behalf  of  the  Appellant,  agreed  to  report  to  Her  Majesty  their 
opinion  against  the  appeal,  and  that  the  Decree  or  Order  appealed 
from  ought  to  be  afiSrmedy  and  the  cause  remitted,  with  all  its 
incidents,  to  the  Judge  of  the  Court  from  which  the  same  was 
appealed. 

An  Order  in  Council,  confirming  the  Eeport  of  the  Judicial 
Committee,  was  afterwards  made. 

The  cause  was  accordingly  remitted  to  the  Arches  Court  of  Can- 
terlury^  and  on  the  3rd  of  June,  1870,  in  default  of  appearance  on 
the  part  of  the  Eespondent,  the  Judge  of  the  Court,  haying  heard 
Counsel  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant,  himself  reformed  the  Articles 
and  admitted  the  same  as  ao  reformed,  notwithstanding  that  the 
Counsel  for  the  Promoter  objected  to  the  reformation  of  the 
Articles  so  made  by  the  Judge,  as  being  at  variance  with,  and 
exceeding,  the  reformation  directed  by  the  Order  of  the  30th  of 
October,  1869. 

On  the  16th  of  June,  1870,  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing,  and 
an  application  was  then  made  by  Counsel  that  the  passages  in  the 
5th,  6th,  7th,  and  32nd  Articles,  which  had  been  struck  out  by  the 
Judge  in  his  reformation  of  the  Articles,  on  the  3rd  of  June,  might 
be  reinstated.  The  Judge,  however,  made  no  further  Order 
thereon,  and  the  hearing  of  the  cause  was  continued. 

On  the  23rd  of  July,  1870,  the  Judge,  by  his  Interlocutory 
Decree,  having  the  force  and  effect  of  a  definite  Sentence  in  writmg, 
pronounced  that  the  Proctor  for  the  Appellant  had  failed  in  suffi- 
ciently proving  the  Articles,  and  dismissed  the  Bespondent  from 
the  suit. 

The  present  appeal  is  from  so  much  of  the  Interlocutory  Decree 
or  Order  of  the  3rd  of  June,  1870,  as  in  effect  directs  the  passages 
in  the  5th,  6th,  7th,  and  32nd  Articles  to  be  struck  out;  also  from 
the  Interlocutory  Decree  or  Order  of  the  16th  of  June,  1870, 
whereby,  in  effect^  the  Judge  declined  to  allow  such  passages  to  be 
reinstated,  and  from  the  final  Sentence  or  Decree  of  the  23rd  of 
July,  1870. 

The  Eespondent  has  not  appeared  upon  the  hearing  of  the 
appeal,  and  the  Court  has  not  had  that  assistance  from  the  argu- 
ment of  Counsel  in  his  behalf  which  is  especially  desirable  in  cases 
like  the  present,  where  the  Committee  are  called  upon  to  adrise 
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Her  Majesty  on  matters  of  grave  importance  as  a  Tribunal  of 
ultimate  appeal. 

The  Counsel  for  the  Appellant  first  opened  the  appeal  from  the 
Interlocutory  Order  of  the  Judge  of  the  3rd  of  June,  1870,  whereby 
he  adhered  to  the  reformation  that  he  had  made  in  the  5th,  6th, 
7th,  and  32nd  Articles  of  charge. 

With  regard  to  the  reformation  of  the  Articles,  the  course  origi- 
nally taken  seems  to  be  sanctioned  by  usage ;  but  it  appears  to 
their  Lordships  to  be  a  course  attended  with  considerable  incon- 
venience, and  one  which  might  lead  to  great  delay,  if  not  to  a 
miscarriage. 

The  original  Decree  of  the  Arches  Court  directed  the  Articles  of 
charge  to  be  reformed,  by  omitting  all  such  parts  thereof  as 
charged  the  Eespondent  with  contravening  the  29th  Article  of 
Eeligion,  and  this  Decree  was  aflSrmed  on  appeal,  on  the  recommen- 
dation of  this  Committee. 

The  form  of  the  Decree  leaves  open  to  further  determination  by 
the  Court  what  parts  of  the  Articles  of  charge,  do,  in  effect,  charge 
the  Respondent  with  contravening  the  29th  Article  of  Eeligion, 
and  thus  opens  the  door  to  further  discussion,  and,  as  in  this  case, 
to  a  further  appeaL  In  the  meantime  the  Judge  himself  strikes 
out  such  parts  of  the  Articles  of  charge  as  he  conceives  to  be 
within  the  previous  Decree  of  the  Court,  and  then  proceeds  to  hear 
the  cause  with  the  record  so  altered.  If  he  should  have  erro- 
neously struck  out  parts  not  affected  by  the  Decree,  the  attention 
of  the  Accused,  in  his  answer  or  evidence,  will  not  have  been  called 
to  the  parts  struck  out,  for  he  would  be  entitled  to  consider  them 
as  no  longer  forming  part  of  the  charge ;  but  if  the  Promoter,  on 
appeal,  should  succeed  in  restoring  the  passages  in  question,  it 
would  obviously  become  necessary  to  allow  the  Eespondent  an 
opportunity  of  meeting  the  restored  charges. 

In  the  present  case  their  Lordships  have  thought  it  best  to 
allow  the  Appellant  to  conduct  his  argument  as  if  the  passages 
which  he  avers  should  not  have  been  struck  out  still  remained  part 
of  the  record,  and  to  found  any  argument  upon  such  passages  as 
he  might  be  advised,  provided  the  argument  did  not  seek  to  esta- 
blish a  contravention  by  the  Eespondent  of  the  29th  Article  of 
Behgion. 
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J.C.  But  their  Lordships  think  it  right  to  observe,  that  it  would  be 

1872  proper,  in  future,  tliat  before  any  appeal  be  presented  to  Her  Ma- 
Shbppabd  j^jsty  in  Council,  in  respect  of  a  Decree  directing  the  reformation 
of  Articles  of  charge  or  other  pleadings,  the  actual  reformation 
which  appears  to  the  Judge  to  be  required,  should  be  made  by  him 
on  the  face  of  the  Decree,  so  that  on  appeal  the  very  passages 
omitted  should  be  clearly  brought  under  the  judgment  of  this  Com- 
mittee, instead  of  a  Decree  directing,  by  ^general  reference,  the 
nature  of  the  alteration  required. 

On  proceeding  to  the  consideration  of  the  appeal  from  the  final 
Decree  of  the  Court  of  Arches,  there  is  one  point  which  was  pro- 
minently brought  forward  in  the  opening  of  the  case  by  the  Counsel 
for  the  Appellant,  which  it  appeals  to  their  Lordships  may  be 
separately  disposed  of. 

The  Articles  of  charge  set  forth  several  passages  from  the  2nd 
and  3rd  editions  of  a  work  published  by  the  Eespondent,  called 
"  A  Plea  for  Toleration  in  the  Church  of  England,  in  a  Letter  to 
the  Eev*  E.  B.  Pum/y  Now  the  2nd  edition  of  this  work  was 
published  in  1867,  and  the  8rd  edition  in  1868.  The  8rd  edition 
contains  important  corrections  of  expressions  in  the  2nd  editioD, 
which  expressions  form  part  of  the  charge  against  the  Bespondent. 
The  original  expressions  and  their  correction  are  fairly  stated  and 
set  forth  by  the  Appellant  in  the  7th  Article  of  charge.  The 
learned  Judge,  in  the  Court  below,  has  stated  that  he  has  no  doubt 
that  the  expressions  originally  used  by  the  Kespondent,  viz.,  *'  the 
real  Actual  and  Visible  Presence  of  the  Lord  upon  the  Altars  of 
our  Churches,"  and  again,  "Who  myself  adore  and  teach  the 
people  to  adore  the  Consecrated  Elements,  believing  Christ  to  be 
in  them — believing  that  under  their  veil  is  the  sacred  Body  and 
Blood  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ,"  "  contravened  the 
plain  and  clear  intent  of  the  Formularies  of  the  Church."  And 
the  learned  Judge  has  also  set  forth  the  alterations  of  these  state- 
ments made  in  the  8rd  edition  of  the  Bespondent's  Work,  and  on 
the  passages  so  altered,  has  found  that  the  Bespondent  has  not 
been  guilty  of  a  contravention  of  the  Articles  as  alleged  by  the 
Promoter.  Mr.  Bennett's  own  words,  in  adopting  the  altered 
words,  are  as  follows : — "  My  meaning  and  that  which  passed 
through  my  mind  in  writing  the  original  passages  was  precisely  the 
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same  as  that  which  is  now  conveyed  in  the  words  substituted^  but 
as  the  original  words  were  liable  to  a  different  construction  from 
that  in  which  I  used  them,  I,  therefore,  most  willingly,  in  this 
edition,  adopt  another  formula  to  express  my  meaning."  The 
learned  Judge  has  regretted  that  these  alterations  made  by  Mr. 
Bennett  in  his  3rd  edition  are  unaccompanied  by  any  expression  of 
regret  or  self-reproach  on  the  Respondent's  part,  for  the  mischief 
which  his  crude  and  rash  expressions  have  caused.  Their  Lord- 
ships feel  obliged  to  adopt  the  censure  of  the  learned  Judge  on 
this  point. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  the  learned  Counsel  urged,  that  there 
had  been  no  retractation  of  the  original  use,  and  that,  in  default 
of  actual  retractation,  the  learned  Judge  should  have  condemned 
the  Bespondent  in  respect  of  the  words  used  by  him  in  the  2nd 
edition  of  his  Work,  though  varied  by  the  substituted  words  in  the 
3rd  edition,  and  he  cited  several  authorities  for  the  purpose  of 
supporting  this  argument. 

But,  without  regarding  the  Eespondent's  language  as  a  retracta- 
tion, their  Lordships  think,  that  it  is  competent  for  them  to  take 
into  consideration  any  explanation  that  an  accused  person  may 
give  of  the  language  used  by  him,  and  to  determine,  whether  such 
explanation  is  made  hma  fide  and  is  entitled  to  credit.  They 
attach  great  importance  to  the  fact  that  the  3rd  edition  was  pub- 
lished before  suit,  and  they  think  that  they  may  accept  his  later 
words  as  the  more  correct  expression  of  the  Eespondent's  meaning. 

In  proceeding  to  consider  the  substance  of  the  charges  against 
the  Respondent,  their  Lordships  think  it  desirable  to  recall  to 
mind  the  principles  on  which  former  decisions  in  similar  cases  have 
proceeded. 

In  the  cases  of  Williams  v.  The  Bishop  of  Salisbury  and  Wilson 
V.  Fenddl  (1),  their  Lordships  laid  down  as  follows : — 

"  These  prosecutions  are  in  the  nature  of  criminal  proceedings, 
and  it  is  necessary  that  there  should  be  precision  and  distinctness 
in  the  accusation.  The  Articles  of  charge  must  distinctly  state 
the  opinions  which  the  Clerk  has  advisedly  maintained,  and  set 
forth  the  passages  in  which  those  opinions  are  stated ;  and  further 
the  Articles  must  specify  the  doctrines  of  the  Church  which  such 
(1)  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  423. 
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opinions  or  teaching  of  the  Clerk  are  alleged  to  contravene,  and 
the  particular  Articles  of  Religion  or  portions  of  the  Formnlaries 
\vbich  contain  such  doctrines.  The  Accuser  is,  for  the  purpose  of 
the  charge,  confined  to  the  passages  which  are  included  and  set  ont 
in  the  Articles  as  the  matter  of  the  accusation ;  but  it  is  competent 
to  the  accused  party  to  explain  from  the  rest  of  his  Work  the  sense 
or  meaning  of  any  passage  or  word  that  is  challenged  by  the 
Accuser." 

So  in  the  judgment  in  the  Oorham  Case — 

"The  question  which  we  have  to  decide  is,  not  whether  the 
opinions  are  theologically  sound  or  unsound — not  whether  upon 
some  of  the  doctrines  comprised  in  the  opinions,  other  opinions 
opposite  to  them  may  or  may  not  be  held  with  equal  or  even 
greater  reason  by  other  learned  and  pious  Ministers  of  the  Church; 
but  whether  these  opinions  now  under  our  consideration  are  con- 
trary or  repugnant  to  the  doctrines  which  the  Church  of  England, 
by  its  Articles,  Formularies,  and  Rubrics,  requires  to  be  held  by  its 
Ministers,  so  that  upon  the  ground  of  those  opinions  the  Appellant 
can  lawfully  be  excluded  from  the  benefice  to  which  he  has  been 
presented."  **This  question  must  be  decided  by  the  Articles  and 
the  Liturgy;  and  we  must  apply  to  the  construction  of  those  Books 
the  same  rules  which  have  been  long  established,  and  are  by  law 
applicable  to  the  construction  of  all  written  instruments.  We  must 
endeavour  to  attain  for  ourselves  the  true  meaning  of  the  language 
employed,  assisted  only  by  the  consideration  of  such  external  or 
historical  facts  as  we  may  find  necessary  to  enable  us  to  understand 
the  subject-matter  to  which  the  instruments  relate,  and  the  meaning 

of  the  words  employed."  (1) "  There  were  difierent  doctrines 

or  opinions  prevailing  or  under  discussion  at  the  times  when  the 
Articles  and  Liturgy  were  framed,  and  ultimately  made  part  of  the 
law ;  but  we  are  not  to  be  in  any  way  influenced  by  the  particular 
opinions  of  the  eminent  men  who  propounded  or  discussed  them, 
or  by  the  authorities  by  which  they  may  be  supposed  to  have  been 
influenced,  or  by  any  supposed  tendency  to  give  preponderance  to 
Galvinistic  or  Arminian  doctrines.  The  Articles  and  Liturgy,  as 
we  now  have  them,  must  be  considered  as  the  final  result  of  the 


(1)  Moore's  Special  Rep.  of  the  Oorham  Case^  Lond.  1852,  p.  462. 
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discussion  which  took  place ; — ^not  the  representation  of  the  opinionB 
of  any  particular  men,  Calvinistic,  Arminian,  or  any  other ;  but 
the  conclusion  which  we  must  presume  to  have  been  deduced  from 
a  due  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  including 
both  the  sources  from  which  the  declared  doctrine  was  derived,  and 
the  erroneous  opinions  which  were  to  be  corrected  (1)."  . . . .  "  This 
Court  has  no  jurisdiction  or  authority  to  settle  matters  of  faith,  or 
to  determine  what  ought  in  any  case  to  be  the  doctrine  of  the 
Church  of  England.  Its  duty  extends  only  to  the  consideration  of 
that  which  is  by  law  established  to  be  the  doctrine  of  the  Church 
of  England  upon  the  true  and  legal  construction  of  the  Articles 
and  Formularies"  (2). 

Lord  StoweO,  had  long  before  said  in  the  case  of  The  King^s 
Proctor  V.  Stone  (3), "  If  any  Article  is  really  a  subject  of  dubious 
interpretation,  it  would  be  highly  improper  that  this  Court  should 
fix  on  one  meaning  and  prosecute  all  those  who  hold  a  contrary 
opinion  regarding  its  interpretation.  It  is  a  very  different  thing 
^here  the  authority  of  the  Articles  is  totally  eluded,  and  the  party 
deliberately  declares  the  intention  of  teaching  doctrines  contrary 
to  them." 

To  the  principles  thus  laid  down  their  Lordships  will  adhere  in 
the  present  case. 

The  attention  of  the  Court  has  been  directed  to  the  successive 
revisions  of  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  and  to  alterations  or 
omissions  which  have  been  made  in  it  at  different  times.  Changes 
by  which  words  or  passages  inculcating  particular  doctrines,  or 
assuming  a  belief  in  them,  have  been  struck  out,  are  most  mate- 
rial as  evidence  that  the  Church  has  deliberately  ceased  to  aflSrm 
those  doctrines  in  her  public  services.  At  the  same  time  it  is 
material  to  observe,  that  the  necessary  effect  of  such  changes, 
when  they  stand  alone,  is  that  it  ceases  to  be  unlawful  to  con- 
tradict such  doctrines,  and  not  that  it  becomes  unlawful  to  main- 
tain them.  In  the  public  or  common  prayers  and  devotional 
o£5ces  of  the  Church  all  her  members  are  expected  and  entitled 
to  join ;  it  is  necessary,  therefore,  that  such  forms  of  worship  as 
are  prescribed  by  authority  for  general  use  should  embody  those 

(1)  Moore's  Special  Rep.  of  the  Gorham  Caw,  Lend.  1852,  p.  463. 

(2)  Ibid.  p.  472.  (3)  1  Hagg.  Con,  Rep.  429. 
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beliefs  only  \vhich  are  assumed  to  be  generally  held  by  members 
of  the  Church. 

In  the  case  of  Westerton  v..  Lidddl  (1),  and  again  in  Martin  v. 
MacJeanochie  (2),  their  Lordships  say,  "  In  ,the  performance  of  the 
services,  rites,  and  ceremonies  ordered  by  the  Prayer  Book,  the 
directions  contained  in  it  must  be  strictly  observed ;  no  omissioB 
and  no  addition  can  be  allowed."  If  the  Minister  be  allowed  to 
introduce  at  his  own  will  variations  in  the  rites  and  ceremonies 
that  seem  to  him  to  interpret  the  doctrine  of  the  service  in  a 
particular  direction,  the  service  ceases  to  be  what  it  was  meant 
to  be,  common  ground  on  which  all  Church  people  may  meet, 
though  they  differ  about  some  doctrines.  Bat  the  Church  of 
England  has  wisely  left  a  certain  latitude  of  opinion  in  matters 
of  belief,  and  has  not  insisted  on  a  rigorous  uniformity  of  thought 
which  might  reduce  her  communion  to  a  narrow  compass. 

Dealing  only  with  the  3rd  edition  of  the  Respondent's  Work,  and 
having  regard  to  their  former  decision,  that  the  charge  of  contra- 
dicting the  29th  Article  of  Eeligion  as  to  reception  by  the  wicked 
should  be  struck  out,  their  Lordships  may  consider  the  remaining 
charges  against  the  Bespondent  under  three  heads: — 

1.  As  to  the  Presence  of  Christ  in  the  Holy  Communion. 

2.  As  to  Sacrifice  in  the  Holy  Communion. 

8.  As  to  Adoration  of  Christ  present  in  the  Holy  Communion. 

The  Bespondent  is  charged  with  maintaining  under  these  three 
heads  the  following  propositions : — 

First,  that  in  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper  there  is 
an  actual  Presence  of  the  true  Body  and  Blood  of  our  Lord  in  the 
consecrated  Bread  and  Wine,  by  virtue  of  and  upon  the  consecra- 
tion, without  or  external  to  the  Communicant,  and  irrespective  of 
the  faith  and  worthiness  of  the  Communicant,  and  separately  from 
the  act  of  reception  by  the  Communicant ;  and  it  was  contended 
by  Counsel  under  this  head  that  the  true  Body  of  Christ  meant 
the  natural  Body. 

Second,  that  the  Communion  Table  is  an  Altar  of  Sacrifice,  at 
which  the  Priest  appears  in  a  sacerdotal  position  at  the  celebration 

(1)  Moore's  Special  Eep.,  Lond.  1857,  p.  187. 
(2)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  C.  383.  . 
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of  the  Holy  Communion,  and  that  at  such  celebration  there  is  a 
great  sacrifice  or  offering  of  our  Lord  by  the  ministering  Priest,  in 
which  the  Mediation  of  our  Lord  ascends  from  the  Altar  to  plead  for 
the  sins  of  men. 

Third,  that  adoration  is  due  to  Christ  present  upon  the  Altars 
or  Communion  Tables  of  the  Churches,  in  the  Sacrament,  under  the 
form  of  Bread  and  Wine,  on  the  ground  that  under  their  veil  is  the 
Body  and  Blood  of  our  Lord. 

The  several  positions  so  maintained  are  averred,  each  and  all,  to 
be  repugnant  to  the  doctrines  of  our  Church,  as  set  forth  in  the 
Articles  and  Formularies  in  that  behalf  specially  alleged. 

Their  Lordships  are  bound  to  consider,  in  the  first  place,  what 
has  been  afSrmed,  and  what  has  been  denied,  in  reference  to  the 
doctrine  to  which  these  three  statements  relate. 

The  4th  Article  of  Beligion  affirms : — 

1.  That  ^'  Christ  did  truly  rise  again  from  death,  and  took  again 
His  Body,  with  flesh,  bones,  and  all  things  appertaining  to  the  per- 
fection of  Man's  nature ;  wherewith  He  ascended  into  Heaven,  and 
there  sitteth,  until  He  return  to  judge  all  men  at  the  Last  Day." 

In  the  28th  Article  of  Beligion  it  is  affirmed : — 

(1.)  **The  Supper  of  the  Lord  is  not  only  a  sign  of  the  love  that 
Christians  ought  to  have  among  themselves  one  to  another ;  but 
rather  is  a  Sacrament  of  our  Eedemption  by  Christ's  death  :  inso- 
much that  to  such  as  rightly,  worthily,  and  with  faith,  receive  the 
same,  the  Bread  which  we  break  is  a  partaking  of  the  Body  of 
Christ ;  and  likewise  the  Gup  of  Blessing  is  a  partaking  of  the  Blood 
of  Christ. 

(2.)  ^  Transubstantiation  (or  the  change  of  the  substance  of 
Bread  and  Wine)  in  the  Supper  of  the  Lord,  cannot  be  proved  by 
Holy  Writ;  but  is  repugnant  to  the  plain  words  of  Scripture, 
overthroweth  the  nature  of  a  Sacrament,  and  hath  given  occasion 
to  many  superstitions. 

(3.)  **The  Body  of  Christ  is  given,  taken,  and  eaten  in  the  Supper 
only  after  an  heavenly  and  spiritual  manner.    And — 

(4.)  **The  mean  whereby  the  Body  of  Christ  is  received  and 
eaten  in  the  Supper  is  faith. 

(5.)  **  The  Sacrament  of  the  Lord's  Supper  was  not  by  Christ's 
ordinance  reserved,  carried  about,  lifted  up,  or  worshipped." 

Vol.  IV.  3  2  K 
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By  the  29th  Article  of  Religion  it  is  affirmed :— 

(6.)  **  The  Wicked,  and  such  as  be  void  of  a  lively  faith,  although 
they  do  carnally  and  visibly  press  with  their  teeth  (as  St.  Augudine 
saith)  the  Sacrament  of  the  Body  and  Blood  of  Christy  yet  in  no 
wise  are  they  partakers  of  Christ :  but  rather  to  their  condemnation, 
do  eat  and  drink  the  sign  or  sacrament  of  so  great  a  thing." 

By  the  31st,  it  is  aflSrmed : — 

(7.)  "  The  Oflfering  of  Christ  once  made  is  that  perfect  redemp- 
tion, propitiation,  and  satisfaction,  for  all  the  sins  of  the  whole  world, 
both  original  and  actual;  and  there  is  none  other  satisfiEu^on 
for  sin,  but  that  alone.    Wherefore — 

(8.)  *^  The  sacrifices  of  Masses,  in  the  which  it  was  commonly 
said,  that  the  Priest  did  offer  Christ  for  the  quick  and  the  dead, 
to  have  remission  of  pain  or  guilt,  were  blasphemous  fables  and 
dangerous'deceits.'* 

(9.)  In  the  Catechism  it  is  stated  that  *^  the  Body  and  Blood  of 
Christ  are  verily  and  indeed  taken  and  received  by  the  faithfol  in 
the  Lord's  Supper.** 

Their  Lordships  proceed,  with  these  passages  before  them,  to 
examine  the  charges  made  against  the  Respondent.  The  first 
relates  to  the  presence  of  the  Body  and  Blood  of  Christ  in  the  Holy 
Communion. 

The  Church  of  England^  in  the  passages  just  cited,  holds  and 
teaches  affirmatively  that  in  the  Lord's  Supper  the  Body  and  Blood 
of  Christ  are  given  to,  taken,  and  received  by  the  fiuthful  Commu- 
nicant. She  implies,  therefore,  to  that  extent,  a  Presence  of  Christ 
in  the  Ordinance  to  the  soul  of  the  worthy  recipient.  As  to  the 
mode  of  this  Presence  she  affirms  nothing,  except  that  the  Body  of 
Christ  is  ''given,  taken,  and  eaten  in  the  Supper  only  after  an 
heavenly  and  spiritual  manner,"  and  that ''  the  mean  whereby  the 
Body  of  Christ  is  received  and  eaten  is  feuth."  Any  other  Presence 
than  this — any  Presence  which  is  not  a  Presence  to  the  soul  of  the 
fSuthfnl  receiver — the  Church  does  not  by  her  Articles  and  Formu- 
laries affirm,  or  require  her  Ministers  to  accept.  This  cannot  be 
stated  too  plainly.  The  question  is,  however,  not  what  the  Articles 
and  Formularies  affirm,  but  what  they  exclude.  The  Bespondent 
maintains  a  Presence  which  is  (to  use  his  own  expression)  ''  real, 
actual,  objective/'  a  Presence  in  the  Sacrament,  a  Presence  upon 
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the  Altar,  under  the  form  of  Bread  and  Wine.  He  does  not  appear 
to  haye  used  the  expression  *'  in  the  Consecrated  Elements/'  in  his 
3rd  edition ;  this  is  one  of  the  points  on  which  the  language  of  the 
2Dd  edition  was  altered.  And  the  question  raised  by  the  appeal 
is,  whether  his  position  is  contradictory  or  repugnant  to  anything 
in  the  Articles  or  Formularies,  so  as  to  be  properly  made  the 
gronnd  of  a  criminal  charge. 

Setting  aside  the  Declaration  at  the  end  of  the  Communion 
0£Sce,  which  will  be  presently  considered,  we  find  nothing  in  the 
Articles  and  Formularies  to  which  the  Bespondent's  position  is 
contradictory  or  repugnant. 

The  statement  in  the  28th  Article  of  Beligion  that  the  Body  of 
Christ  is  given,  taken,  and  eaten  in  the  Lord's  Supper  '*  only  after 
anheavenlyand  spiritual  manner,"  excludes  undoubtedly  any  manner 
of  giving,  taking,  or  receiving  which  is  not  heavenly  or  spiritual. 
The  assertion  of  a  "  real,  actual,  objective  "  Presence,  introduces, 
indeed,  terms  not  found  in  the  Articles  or  Formularies ;  but  it  does 
not  appear  to  affirm,  expressly  or  by  necessary  implication,  a  Pre- 
sence other  than  spiritual,  nor  to  be  necessarily  contradictory  to 
the  28th  Article  of  Beligion. 

The  29th  Article  of  Beligion,  which  is  entitled  "  Of  the  Wicked 
which  eat  not  the  Body  of  Christ  in  the  use  of  the  Lord's  Sapper," 
and  which  affirms  that  the  wicked  and  such  as  be  void  of  a  lively 
fjEiith  *^  are  in  no  wise  partakers  of  Christ,"  may  suggest,  indeed,  an 
inference  unfavourable  to  the  Bespondent's  statements,  but  cannot 
be  said  to  be  plainly  contradictory  of  them  or  necessarily  to  exclude 
tiiem.  The  two  propositions,  that  the  faithful  receive  Christ  in  the 
Lord's  Supper,  and  that  the  wicked  are  in  no  wise  partakers  of 
Christy  when  taken  together,  do  not  appear  to  be  contradicted  by 
the  statraient  that  there  is  a  real,  actual,  and  objective  Presence 
of  the  Body  and  Blood  of  Christ  in  the  Sacrament  after  a  heavenly 
and  spiritual  manner. 

The  "  Declaration  of  Kneeling  "  should  now  be  considered.  It 
is  as  follows: — 

"*  Whereas  it  is  ordained  in  this  Office  for  the  Administration  of 
the  Lord's  Supper,  that  the  Communicants  should  receive  the  same 
kneelmg;  (which  order  is  well  meant,  for  a  signification  of  our 
humble  and  grateful  acknowledgment  of  the  benefits  of  Christ 
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therein  given  to  all  worthy  Receivers,  and  for  the  avoiding  of  such 
profanation  and  disorder  in  tlie  Holy  Communion^  as  might  other- 
wise ensue  ;)  yet,  lest  the  same  kneeling  should  by  any  persons, 
either  out  of  ignorance  or  infirmity,  or  out  of  malice  and  obstinacy, 
be  misconstrued  and  depraved ;  It  is  hereby  declared,  that  thereby 
no  adoration  is  intended,  or  ought  to  be  done,  either  unto  the  Sacra- 
mental Bread  or  Wine  there  bodily  received,  or  unto  any  Corporal 
Presence  of  Christ's  natural  Flesh  and  Blood.  For  the  Sacramental 
Bread  and  Wine  remain  still  in  their  very  natural  substances,  and 
therefore  may  not  be  adored ;  (for  that  were  Idolatry,  to  be  abhorred 
of  all  faithful  Christians ;)  and  the  natural  Body  and  Blood  of  our 
Saviour  Christ  are  in  Heaven,  and  not  here  ;  it  being  against  the 
truth  of  Christ's  natural  Body  to  be  at  one  time  in  more  places 
than  one." 

This  Declaration  originally  appeared  in  the  second  Prayer  Book 
of  Edward  VI.,  a.d.  1552,  in  which  book  the  position,  of  kneeling 
was  positively  enjoined  upon  those  who  received  the  Sacrament. 
It  was  issued  by  the  King,  and  was  ordered  by  the  Council  to  be 
appended  to  the  Prayer  Book,  but  after  the  Book  had  received  the 
sanction  of  Parliament,  so  that  it  was  not  of  statutory  authority. 
From  the  Prayer  Book  of  Elizaheth  (1559)  the  Declaration  was 
omitted.  In  1662  it  was  inserted  in  the  present  Prayer  Book,  and 
became  of  equal  authority  with  the  rest  of  the  Prayer  Book.  The 
form  of  the  Declaration  was  somewhat  altered  ;  the  words  *'  Unto 
any  real  and  essential  presence  there  being  of  Christ's  natural 
Flesh  and  Blood  "  were  altered  to  "  unto  any  corporal  presence  of 
Christ's  natural- Flesh  and  Blood,  and  the  words  **true  natural 
Body  "  became  "  natural  Body." 

It  was  urged  for  the  Appellant  that,  since  the  Church  recognises 
only  one  Body  of  Christ,  the  natural  and  now  glorified  Body  which 
is  spoken  of  in  the  4th  Article  of  Religion,  and  since  the  De- 
claration asserts  that  this  Body  is  "  in  Heaven  and  not  here,"  the 
only  presence  in  the  Sacrament  which  can  be  held  consistently 
with  the  Declaration  is  a  presence  to  the  soul  of  the  communicant. 

It  was  insisted  that  the  word  "natural"  applied  to  the  Body  of 
Christ  can  convey  no  additional  meaning,  unless  it  be  used  to  dis- 
tinguish the  true  Body  of  Christ,  which  is  His  natural  Body,  from 
the  Churchy  which  is  His  Body  in  a  mystical  or  figurative  sense ; 
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and  that  the  expression  ''  corporal  presence  "  cannot  mean  a  pre- 
sence in  the  manner  or  under  the  conditions  in  and  under  which 
material  bodies  are  present  or  exist  in  space ;  that  it  must  mean 
or  include  any  presence  whatever  in  the  Elements,  as  contradistin- 
guished from  a  presence  to  the  spiritual  apprehension  of  the 
receiver.  There  can  be  no  question,  it  was  argued,  as  to  the  mode 
or  manner  of  the  Presence ;  for  no  mode  or  manner  of  Presence  is 
conceivable  which  would  reconcile  the  proposition  that  the  true 
Body  of  Christ  is  in  the  Elements  with  the  proposition  that  the 
natural  Body  is  in  Heaven,  and  not  here. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  these  inferences,  whether 
probable  or  not,  are  by  no  means  of  that  plain  and  certain  cha- 
racter which  the  conclusion  they  are  asked  to  draw  from  them 
requires.  The  matters  to  which  they  relate  are  confessedly  not 
comprehensible,  or  very  imperfectly  comprehensible,  by  the 
human  understanding;  the  province  of  reasoning  as  applied  to 
them  is  therefore  very  limited ;  and  the  terms  employed  have 
not,  and  cannot  have,  that  precision  of  meaning  which  the  character 
of  the  argument  demands.  Concerning  the  mode  of  reception  of 
the  Body  and  Blood  of  Christ  by  the  faithful  Coomiunicant,  the 
Church  affirms  nothing  more  than  that  it  is  heavenly  and  spiritual 
and  that  the  mean  whereby  we  receive  is  faith. 

Nor  can  their  Lordships  accede  to  the  argument  that  the  words 
"Corporal  Presence  of  Christ's  natural  Flesh  and  Blood"  must  be 
understood  as  the  Appellant  undei-stands  them,  and  the  phrase 
** Corporal  Presence"  regarded  merely  as  an  equivalent  for  the 
different  expression  in  lieu  of  which  it  was  substituted.  On  the 
contrary,  it  is  at  the  least  probable  that,  as  the  Declaration  itself 
Nvos  introduced  in  order  to  conciliate  scruples  in  one  quarter,  the 
alteration  made  in  it  was  designed  to  remove  objections  entertained 
against  it  in  another. 

Their  Lordships  could  not  advise  the  condemnation  of  a  Clergy- 
man for  maintaining  that  the  use  in  1662  of  the  word  '^  corporal " 
instead  of  the  words  '^  real  and  essential "  in  the  Declaration  of 
Kneeling  was  an  intentional  substitution,  implying  that  there  may 
be  a  real  or  essential  Presence  as  distinguished  from  a  corporal 
Presence. 

The  Sespondent  has  nowhere  alleged  in  terms  a  corporal  Pre- 
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sence  of  the  natural  Body  of  Christ  in  the  Elements ;  he  has  nerer 
affirmed  that  the  Body  of  Christ  is  present  in  a  "corporal"  or 
"  natural "  manner.  On  the  contrary,  he  has  denied  this,  and  he 
speaks  of  the  Presence  in  which  he  believes  as  "spiritual," 
"supernatural,"  "sacramental,"  ** mystical,*'  ** ineffable." 

II.  The  next  charge  against  the  Bespondent  is,  that  he  has 
maintained  that  the  Communion  Table  is  an  Altar  of  Sacrifice,  at 
which  the  Priest  appears  in  a  sacerdotal  position  at  the  celebration 
of  the  Holy  Communion,  and  that  at  such  celebration  there  is  a 
great  sacrifice  or  offering  of  our  Lord  by  the  ministering  Priest, 
in  which  the  mediation  of  our  Lord  ascends  from  the  Altar  to 
plead  for  the  sins  of  men. 

The  Church  of  Engiland  does  not  by  her  Articles  or  Formu- 
laries teach  or  affirm  the  doctrine  maintained  by  the  Bespondent 
That  she  has  deliberately  ceased  to  do  so  would  clearly  appear 
from  a  comparison  of  the  present  Communion  Office  with  that  in 
King  EdwarJCs  First  Prayer  Book,  and  of  this  again  with  the  Canon 
of  the  Mass  in  the  Sarum  Missal. 

This  subject  was  fully  discussed  before  their  Lordships  in 
W^erton  y.  lAddeU,  when  it  was  decided  that  the  "  change  in  the 
view  taken  of  the  Sacrament  naturally  called  for  a  corresponding 
change  in  the  ancient  Altar.  It  was  no  longer  to  be  an  Altar  of 
Sacrifice,  but  merely  a  Table  at  which  the  Communicants  were  to 
partake  of  the  Lord's  Supper  "  (1). 

The  81st  Article  of  Beligion,  after  laying  down  the  proposition 
•(which  is  adopted  also,  in  words  nearly  the  same,  in  the  Prayer  of 
Consecration),  that  "  the  Offering  of  Christ  once  made  is  that  per- 
fect redemption,  propitiation,  and  satisfaction  for  all  the  sins  of  the 
whole  world,  both  original  and  actual,"  and  that  "  there  is  none 
other  satisfaction  for  sin,  but  that  alone,"  proceeds,  on  the  strength 
of  these  propositions,  to  say  that  ''  the  sacrifices  of  Masses,  in  the 
which  it  was  commonly  said  that  the  Priest  did  offer  Christ  for  the 
quick  and  the  dead  to  have  remission  of  pain  or  guilt,  were 
blasphemous  fables  and  dangerous  deceits." 

It  is  not  lawful  for  a  Clergyman  to  contradict,  expressly  or  by 
inference,  either  the  proposition  which  forms  the  first  part  of  this 


(1)  Moore's  Special  Rep.,  Lond.  1857,  p.  181. 
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Artide,  or  any  proposition  plainly  deducible  from  the  condemna- 
tion of  piopitiatoty  masses  which  forms  the  second  part  of  it,  and 
is  stated  as  a  corollary  to  the  first. 

It  is  not  lawful  for  a  Clergyman  to  teach  that  the  Sacrifice  or 
offering  of  Christ  upon  the  Cross,  or  the  redemption,  propitiation, 
or  satisfaction,  wrought  by  it,  is  or  can  be  repeated  in  the  Ordi- 
nance  of  the  Lord's  Supper ;  nor  that  in  that  Ordinance  there  is  or 
can  be  any  Sacrifice  or  Offering  of  Christ  which  is  efScacious,  in 
the  sense  in  which  Christ's  death  is  efficacious,  to  procure  the 
remission  of  the  guilt  or  punishment  of  sins. 

It  is  well  known,  however,  that  by  many  Divines  of  eminence 
the  word  ''  sacrifice  "  has  been  applied  to  the  Lord's  Supper  in  the 
sense  not  of  a  true  propitiatory  or  atoning  Sacrifice,  effectual  as  a 
satis&ction  for  sin,  but  of  a  rite  which  calls  to  remembrance  and 
represents  before  God  that  one  true  Sacrifice.  To  take  one 
example.  Bishop  Butt  says  :— 

**  In  the  Eucharist  then  Christ  is  offered,  not  hypostatically,  as 
the  Trent  Fathers  have  determined,  for  so  He  was  but  once  offered, 
but  commemoratively  only ;  and  this  commemoration  is  made  to 
Ood  the  Father,  and  is  not  a  bare  rememberii^  or  putting  our- 
selves in  mind  of  Him.  For  every  Sacrifice  is  directed  to  God, 
and  the  oblation  therein  made,  whatsoever  it  be,  hath  Him  for  its 
object,  and  not  man.  In  the  Holy  Eucharist,  therefore,  we  set 
before  God  the  Bread  and  Wine,  '  as  figures  or  images  of  the  pre- 
cious Blood  of  Christ  shed  for  us,  and  of  His  precious  Body '  (they 
are  the  very  words  of  the  Clementine  Liturgy),  and  plead  to  Gtxi 
the  merit  of  His  Son's  Sacrifice  once  offered  on  the  Cross  for  us 
sinners,  and  in  this  Sacrament  represented,  beseeching  Him  for 
the  sake  thereof  to  bestow  His  heavenly  blessings  on  us." — BuITb 
Works,  vol.  ii.,  p.  22. 

The  distinction  between  an  act  by  which  a  satisfaction  for  sin  is 
made,  and  a  devotional  rite  by  which  the  satisfaction  so  made  is 
represented  and  pleaded  before  God,  is  clear,  though  it  is  liable  to 
be  obscured,  not  only  in  the  apprehension  of  the  ignorant,  but  by 
the  tendency  of  Theologians  to  exalt  the  importance  of  the  rite  till 
the  distinction  itself  well  nigh  disappears.  To  apply  the  word 
''sacrifice"  in  the  sense  in  which  Bishop  BuU  has  used  it  to  the 
ordinance  of  the  Lord's  Supper,  though  it  may  be  lit\ble  to  abuse 
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and  misappreheiiBion,  does  not  appear  to  be  a  coutrayention  of  any 
proposition  legitimately  deducible  from  the  89th  Article.  It  is 
not  clear  to  their  Lordships  that  the  Bespondent  has  so  used  the 
word  **  sacrifice  "  as  to  contradict  the  language  of  the  Articles. 

UI.  Their  Lordships  now  proceed  to  the  third  charge^  which 
relates  to  the  adoration  of  Christ  present  in  the  Sacrament. 

The  20th  and  27th  Articles  of  charge  contain  the  false 
doctrines  alleged  to  be  held  by  Mr.  Ben/neU.  The  20th  charges 
that  he  afiGlrms  the  doctrine  that  adoration  or  worship  is  due  to 
the  consecrated  Bread  and  Wine. 

The  27th,  that  he  affirms  that  adoration  is  due  to  Christ  pre- 
sent upon  the  Altars  of  our  Churches  in  the  Sacrament  of  the  Holy 
Communion,  under  the  form  of  Bread  and  Wine,  on  the  ground 
that  under  their  veil  is  the  Sacred  Body  and  Blood  of  our  Lord 
(the  passages  referred  to  for  proof  are  set  out  in  the  7th  Article). 

The  31st  Article  charges  that  these  doctrines  are  contrary  to  the 
28th  Article  of  Beligion,  and  the  Declaration  on  Eneeling. 

The  passages  relied  on  as  the  ground  of  these  charges  are  the 
following : — 

*^  The  reader  will  observe  that  in  the  two  first  editions,  at  page  3, 
the  words  were  :  '  The  real  actual  and  visible  Presence  ofowr  Lord 
tbpon  the  Altars  of  our  Churches/  In  the  present  edition  he  will 
find,  at  page  2,  the  following  words  substituted :  '  The  real  and 
aduai  Presence  of  our  Lord  under  the  form  of  Bread  and  Wine 
upon  the  Altars  of  our  Cliurohes/  He  will  also  observe  that,  at 
page  14  in  the  former  editions,  the  words  were : — ^  Who  myself 
adore  and  teach  the  People  to  adore  the  eonsecraied  Elements^  hdievinf 
Christ  to  he  in  them — Idieving  that  under  their  veU  is  the  sacred 
Body  and  Blood  of  my  Lord  and  Saviouir  Jesus  Christ.'  He  will 
now  find  the  following  words  substituted : — *Who  myself  adore  and 
teach  the  people  to  adore  Christ  present  in  the  Sacrament,  under  the 
form  of  Bread  and  Wine,  hdieving  thai  under  their  veU  is  the  sacred 
Body  and  Blood  of  my  Lord  and  Saviour  Jesus  Christ.' " 

**  The  three  great  doctrines  on  which  the  Catholic  Church  has 
to  take  her  stand  are  these : — I.  The  Beal  Objective  Presence  of 
our  Blessed  Lord  in  the  Eucharist ;  II.  *  The  sacrifice  ofiered  by 
the  Priest ;'  and  III.  The  adoration  due  to  the  Presence  of  our 
Blessed  Lord  therein." 
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"Well,  I  do  not  know  what  others  of  my  brethren  in  the  Priest- 
hood may  think — I  do  not  wish  to  compromise  them  by  anything 
that  I  say  or  do — but  seeing  that  I  am  one  of  those  who  burn 
lighted  candles  at  the  Altar  in  the  daytime ;  who  use  incense  at 
the  Holy  Sacrifice;  who  use  the  Eucharistic  Vestments;  who 
elevate  the  Blessed  Sacrament ;  who  myself  adore  and  teach  the 
people  to  adore  Christ  present  in  the  Sacrament^  under  the  form 
of  Bread  and  Wine ;  believing  that  under  their  veil  is  the  sacred 
Body  and  Blood  of  my  Lard  and  Savioar  Jesus  Christ ; — seeing  all 
this  it  may  be  conceived  that  I  cannot  rest  very  much  at  ease 
under  the  imputations  above  recited." 

Their  Lordships  agree  with  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Court 
below,  that  the  doctrine  charged  in  the  20th  Article,  namely,  that 
adoration  is  due  to  the  Consecrated  Elements,  is  contrary  to  Law, 
and  must  be  condemned.  But  they  have  admitted,  as  the  learned 
Judge  has  done,  Mr.  Bennetfa  explanation  of  that  language,  and 
therefore  they  are  not  called  upon  to  condemn  Mr.  Bennett  under 
the  20th  Article.  The  27th  Article  of  charge  therefore  alone 
remains  for  decision ;  it  is  as  follows : — 

"  That  in  or  by  the  passages  lettered  N,  0,  and  S,  hereinbefore 
set  forth  in  the  7th  preceding  Article,  you  have  maintained  or 
affirmed  and  promulgated  the  doctrine  that  adoration  is  due  to 
Christ,  present  upon  the  Altars  (thereby  referring  to  the  Com- 
munion Tables)  of  the  Churches  of  the  said  United  Church  of 
England  and  Irdcmd  in  the  Sacrament  of  the  Holy  Communion, 
under  the  form  of  Bread  and  Wine,  on  the  ground  that  under 
their  veil  is  the  sacred  Body  and  Blood  of  our  Lord  and  Saviour 
Jesus  Christ." 

Their  Lordships  have  now  to  consider  whether  or  not  the  pas- 
sages from  the  Bespondent's  writings  above  set  forth  are  neces- 
sarily repugnant  to  or  contradictory  of  the  28th  Article  of  Eeligion, 
or  of  the  Declaration  of  Kneeling,  as  alleged  in  the  31st  Article  of 
charge. 

The  Declaration  of  Kneeling  states  that,  by  the  direction  that 
the  Communicants  shall  receive  the  Consecrated  Elements  kneel- 
ing, <*no  adoration  is  intended  or  ought  to  be  done,  either  to  the 
Sacramental  Bread  and  Wine  there  bodily  received,  or  to  any 
corporal  presence  of  Christ's  natural  Flesh  and  Blood." 


J.C. 

1872 


Sbxpfabd 
Bennett. 

SfiOOND 
AFPEAL. 


414 


CASES  m  THE  pmvy  council. 


[L.B. 


J.O. 

1872 

Shefpabd 

V. 

Sknuett* 
Sboohd 

APPEAL. 


According  to  this  declaration,  neither  the  elements  nor  any 
corporal  presence  of  Christ  therein  ought  to  be  adored. 

The  28th  Article  lays  do^irn  that  ^*  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lord*s 
Supper  was  not  by  Christ's  ordinance,  reserved,  carried  about, 
lifted  up,  or  worshipped." 

In  the  25th  Article  it  had  been  affirmed  that  "  the  Sacraments 
were  not  ordained  by  Christ  to  be  gazed  upon,  or  to  be  earned 
about,  but  that  we  should  duly  use  them." 

It  was  laid  down  in  Martin  v.  Mackonochie  that  such  acts  as  the 
elevation  of  the  Cup  and  Paten,  and  kneeling  and  prostration  of  tbe 
Minister  before  them,  were  unlawful,  because  they  were  not  pie- 
scribed  in  the  Bubric  of  the  Communion  Office,  and  because  acts 
not  prescribed  were  to  be  taken  as  forbidden.  Their  Lordships  in 
that  judgment  adopted  the  words  of  the  Committee  in  Westerton 
V.  Lidddl;  "  for  the  performance  of  the  services,  rites,  and  cere- 
monies ordered  by  the  Prayer  Book,  the  directions  contained  in  it 
must  be  strictly  observed ;  no  omission  and  no  addition  can  be 
permitted." 

It  follows,  then,  that  the  Church  of  England  has  forbidden  all 
acts  of  adoration  to  the  Sacrament,  understanding  by  that  the 
Consecrated  Elements.  She  has  been  careful  to  exclude  any  act  of 
adoration  on  the  part  of  the  Minister  at  or  after  the  consecration 
of  the  Elements,  and  to  explain  the  posture  of  kneeling  prescribed 
by  the  Bubric.  If  the  charge  against  Mr.  Bennett  were  that  he 
had  performed  an  outward  act  of  adoration  on  any  occasion  in  the 
service,  the  principles  laid  down  in  Martin  v.  Mackonochie  would 
apply  to  this  case.  Such  an  act  could  not  be  done  except  in  the 
service,  because  the  Sacrament  may  not  be  "  reserved."  But  even 
if  the  Bespondent's  words  are  a  confession  of  an  unlawful  act  it  is 
questionable  whether  such  a  confession  would  amount  to  fsilse 
doctrine.  And  it  is  also  fair  to  remember,  in  the  Bespondent  s 
favour,  that  the  judgment  in  the  case  of  Martin  v.  Mackonochie, 
which  established  the  unlawfulness  of  introducing  acts  of  adora- 
tion, was  not  delivered  until  the  23rd  of  December,  1868,  after  the 
publication  of  the  words  that  are  now  impugned.  Some  of  their 
Lordships  have  doubted  whether  the  word  ''adore,"  though  it 
seems  to  point  rather  to  acts  of  worship,  such  as  are  forbidden  by 
the  28th  Article,  may  not  be  construed  to  refer  to  mental  adora- 
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tion,  or  prayers  addressed  to  Christ  present  spiritnally  in  the 
Sacrament^  which  does  not  necessarily  imply  any  adoration  of  the 
Consecrated  Elements  or  of  any  corporal  or  natural  presence 
therein. 

Upon  the  whole,  their  Lordships,  not  without  doubts  and 
diyision  of  opinions,  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  this  charge 
is  not  so  clearly  made  out  as  the  rules  which  govern  penal  pro- 
ceedings require.  Mr.  Benndf  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  any 
doubt  that  may  exist.  His  language  has  been  rash,  but  as  it 
appears  to  the  majority  of  their  Lordships  that  his  words  can  be 
construed  so  as  not  to  be  plainly  repugnant  to  the  two  passages 
articled  i^ainst  them,  their  Lordships  will  give  him  the  benefit  of 
the  doubt  that  has  been  raised. 

Their  Lordships  having  arrived  at  the  conclusion  that  they 
must  advise  Her  Majesty  that  the  appeal  must  be  dismissed,  feel 
bound  to  add  that  there  is  much  in  the  judgment  of  the  learned 
Judge  in  the  Court  below  with  which  they  are  unable  to  concur. 
The  learned  Judge  has  endeavoured  to  settle  by  a  mass  of  authori- 
ties what  is  the  doctrine  of  the  Church  of  England  on  the  subject 
of  the  Holy  Conimunion.  It  is  not  the  part  of  the  Court  of  Arches, 
nor  of  this  Committee,  to  usurp  the  functions  of  a  Synod  or 
Council.  Happily  their  duties  are  much  more  circumscribed, 
namely,  to  ascertain  whether  certain  statements  are  so  far  repug- 
nant to,  or  contradictory  of,  the  language  of  the  Articles  and 
Formularies,  construed  in  their  plain  meaning,  that  they  should 
receive  judicial  condemnation. 

Their  Lordships  will  not  attempt  to  examine  in  detail  the  catena 
of  authorities  which  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  has  brought  to- 
gether, nor  that  of  the  learned  Counsel  who  appeared  for  the 
Appellant.  No  mode  of  argument  is  more  fallacious  on  a  subject 
so  abstruse  and  of  so  many  aspects :  short  extracts,  even  where 
candidly  made,  as  in  this  case,  give  no  fair  impression  of  an  author's 
mind.  Thus  Dean  Jackson  is  quoted  in  the  judgment ;  but  the 
quotation  omits  the  preceding  sentence  (1)  which  gives  to  the 
vhole  passage  a  meaning  diflScult  to  reconcile  with  the  purpose  for 
which  it  is  used ;  while  the  opinion  of  this  eminent  Divine  would 
have  been  more  correctly  represented  by  referriug  also  to  the 
(1)  Works,  vol.  X.  p.  41. 
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following  remarkable  passage  in  a  previous  chapter  of  his  work: 
'*  What  need  then  is  there  of  His  bodily  Presence  in  the  Sacrament, 
or  of  any  other  Presence  than  the  influence  or  emission  of  virtue 
from  His  heavenly  sanctuary  into  our  souls  ?  He  has  left  us  the 
Conseclrated  Elements  of  Bread  and  Wine,  to  be  unto  us  more  than 
the  hem  of  His  garment.  If  we  do  but  touch  and  taste  them  with 
the  same  faith  by  which  this  woman  touched  the  hem  of  His 
garment,  our  same  faith  shall  make  us  whole  "  (1).  Several  of 
those  who  are  cited  by  the  learned  Judge  are  living  persons  of 
greater  or  less  note,  who  cann<ot  rank  as  authorities  for  the  history 
of  a  great  controversy. 

One  of  the  authorities  is  so  questionable,  that  it  requires  a 
passing  examination.  The  learned  Judge,  after  quoting  the  28th 
Article  of  Beligion,  introduces  as ''  a '  coniemporanea  exposition  from 
the  Compiler  of  this  Article,  which  cannot,  I  think  be  gainsaid,"  a 
Letter  from  Bishop  QKeast  to  CecU,  under  the  date  1556  (probably 
a  mistake  for  1566),  explaining  the  sense  which  he  put  upon  the 
word  '^  only  "  in  the  28th  Article.  Olieaat  does  not  say  that  he 
was  the  "  Compiler  "  of  the  28th  Article,  all  but  one  sentence  of 
which  had  been  in  substance  in  the  Articles  of  1552 ;  and  the  con- 
text shews  that  he  used  the  word  '^  Article  "  only  of  this  sentence, 
which,  he  says,  was  "  of  mine  own  penning."  Upon  the  faith  of 
this  Letter,  genuine  or  not,  avowedly  written  for  a  personal  pur- 
pose (^  for  mine  own  purgation  ")  is  founded  an  exposition  of  the 
words  *'  only  after  an  heavenly  and  spiritual  manner,''  as  meaning 
that  though  a  man  '^  took  Christ's  Body  in  his  hand,  received  it 
with  his  mouth,  and  that  corporally,  naturally,  really,  substan- 
tially, and  carnally  •  •  •  •  yet  did  he  not  for  all  that  see  it,  feel  it, 
smell  it,  nor  taste  it."  Upon  this  alleged  exposition  their  Lord- 
ships feel  themselves  free  to  observe  that  the  words  *'  only  after  an 
heavenly  and  spiritual  manner, "do  not  appear  to  contain  or  involve 
the  words  ''corporally,  naturally,  and  carnally,"  but  to  exclude 
them ;  and  that  it  is  the  Article,  and  not  the  questionable  com- 
ments of  a  doubtful  Letter  written  for  personal  motives,  which  is 
binding  on  the  Clergy  and  on  this  Court. 

Their  Lordships  recall  once  more,  in  acknowledging  the  learning 
that  has  been  brought  to  bear  upon  this  case,  the  principle  which 
(1)  Works,  vol.  ix.  p,  611. 


VOL.  IV.] 


CASES  IN  THE  PRIVT  COUNCIL. 


417 


this  Committee  has  long  since  laid  down.  "  There  were  different 
doctrines  or  opinions  prevailing  or  under  discussion  at  the  times 
when  the  Articles  and  Liturgy  were  framed,  and  ultimately  made 
part  of  the  law ;  but  we  are  not  to  be  in  any  way  influenced  by  the 
particular  opinions  of  the  eminent  men  who  propounded  or  dis- 
cussed them,  or  by  the  authorities  by  which  they  may  be  supposed 
to  have  been  influenced ;  or  by  any  supposed  tendency  to  give  pre- 
ponderance to  Calvinistic  or  Arminian  doctrines.  The  Articles 
and  Liturgy,  as  we  now  have  them,  must  be  considered  as  the  final 
result  of  the  discussion  which  took  place;  not  the  representation  of 
the  opinions  of  any  particular  men,  Calvinistic,  Arminian,  or  any 
other ;  but  the  conclusion  which  we  must  presume  to  have  been 
deduced  from  a  due  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  including  both  the  sources  from  which  the  declared  doctrine  was 
derived,  and  the  erroneous  opinions  which  were  to  be  corrected  "  (1). 

Citations  from  established  Authors  may  be  of  use  to  shew  that 
"the  liberty  which  was  left  by  the  Articles  and  Formularies  has 
been  actually  enjoyed  and  exercised  by  the  members  and  Ministers 
of  the  Church  of  England  "  (2).  But,  to  say  the  least.,  very  few  of 
the  quotations  in  the  judgment  exhibit  the  same  freedom  of 
language  as  do  the  extracts  from  Mr.  Bennett,  And  after  every 
authority  had  been  examined,  there  would  still  remain  the  question 
that  is  before  this  Committee,  whether  the  licence  or  liberty  is 
really  allowed  by  the  Articles  and  Formularies — whether  anything 
has  been  said  by  the  liespondent  which  plainly  contradicts  them. 
If  the  Respondent  had  made  statements  contradicting  the  Articles 
or  Formularies,  the  citation  of  great  names  would  not  have  pro- 
tected him ;  if  he  has  not  done  so,  he  is  safe  without  their  protection. 

There  is  one  passage  in  the  judgment  which  seems  especially  to 
call  for  comment : — 

"With  respect  to  the  second  and  corrected  edition  of  his  Pamphlet, 
and  the  other  work  for  which  he  is  articled,  I  say  that  the  objec- 
tive, actual,  and  real  Presence,  or  the  spiritual,  real  Presence,  a 
Presence  external  to  the  act  of  the  Communicant,  appears  to  me  to 
be  the  doctrine  which  the  Formularies  of  our  Church,  duly  con- 
sidered and  construed  so  as  to  be  harmonious,  intended  to  maintain. 
But  I  do  not  lay  down  this  as  a  position  of  law,  nor  do  I  say  that 

(1)  Jndgment  of  Privy  Council,  O&rham  Case,  by  E.  F.  Moore,  Lond.  1852,  p.  462. 
(2)  Ibid.  p.  474. 
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what  is  called  the  receptionist  doctrine  is  inadmissible ;  nor  do  I  pro- 
nounce on  any  other  teaching  with  respect  to  the  mode  of  presence. 
I  mean  to  do  no  snch  thing  by  this  judgment  I  mean  by  it  to  pro- 
nounce only  that  to  describe  the  mode  of  Presence  as  objectiye,  red, 
actual,  and  spiritual,  is  certainly  not  contrary  to  the  law  "  (1). 

Their  Lordships  regret  that  the  learned  Judge  should  have  pot 
forth  this  extra-judicial  statement,  in  which  he  adopts  words  that 
are  not  used  in  the  Articles  or  Formularies  as  expressing  their 
doctrine.  The  word  "  receptionist "  is  as  foreign  to  Ae  Articles  as 
the  word  "  objective."  Their  Lordships  have  already  said  that  any 
Presence  which  is  not  a  Presence  to  the  soul  of  the  faithful  receiver, 
the  Ohurch  does  not  by  her  Articles  and  Formularies  affirm.  They 
need  not  ask  whether  there  is  really  any  doubt  as  to  the  admissi- 
bility of  the  doctrine  of  Hooker  and  Waierland,  who  appear  to  be 
described  as  "  Beceptionists/'  in  the  Church  of  which  they  have 
been  two  of  the  greatest  ornaments. 

Their  Lordships  have  not  arrived  at  their  decision  without  great 
anxiety  and  occasional  doubt.  The  subject  is  one  which  has  always 
moved  the  deepest  feelings  of  religious  men,  and  will  continue  to 
do  so.  There  might  have  been  expected  from  a  theologian  dealing 
with  this  subject,  if  not  a  charitable  regard  for  the  feelings  of 
others,  at  least  a  careful  preparation  and  an  exactness  in  the  use 
of  terms.  The  very  Divine  whose  opinions  Mr.  Bennett  seems  to 
have  sought  to  represent,  was  obliged  himself  to  point  out  how 
erroneous  was  his  statement  of  those  opinions.  The  Bespondent 
corrected  the  manifest  error  without  an  expression  of  regret  at  the 
pain  he  may  have  caused  to  many  by  his  careless  language.  Even 
in  their  maturer  form,  his  words  are  rash  and  ill-judged,  and  are 
perilously  near  a  violation  of  the  law.  But  the  Committee  have 
not  allowed  any  feeling  of  disapproval  to  interfere  with  the  real 
duty  before  them,  to  decide  whether  the  language  of  the  Bespon- 
dent was  so  plainly  repugnant  to  the  Articles  and  Formularies  as 
to  call  for  judicial  condemnation ;  and,  as  these  proceedings  are 
highly  penal,  to  construe  in  his  favour  every  reasonable  doubt. 

There  will  be  no  Order  as  to  costs,  as  the  Bespondent  has  not 
appeared. 

Proctors  for  the  Appellant :  Moore  &  Ourrey. 
(1)  Law  Rep.  3  A.  &  E.  284. 
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MOLLWb,  MARCH,  &  CO Appellants;        J.O.^ 

AND  1872 

THE  COURT  OP  WAEDS Respondent.    JuiyX^s,^ 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  AT  FORT  WILLLAli,  IN 

BENGAL. 

Partnenhip — Agreement  with  Firm  far  wmmimon  on  net-proJU$  and 
Interest — C<i8h  advances. 

Agreement  in  writing  entered  into  between  TT.  &  Co,^  British'  Merchants, 
carrying  on  business  at  Calcutta  with  a  Hindoo  Bajah^  by  which,  in  con- 
sideration of  moneys  already  advanced,  and  which  might  be  thereafter  advanced 
by  the  Bajah  to  them^  they  agreed  to  carry  on  the  business  subject  to  the 
control  of  the  Bajdh  in  several  particulars ;  stipulating  that  the  BajaJi  should 
receive  a  commission  [of  twenty  per  cent,  on  all  profits  made  by  the  Firm, 
until  the  whole  amount  of  the  debt  due  to  him  should  be  paid  off,  with 
twelve  ^er  cent,  interest  upon  all  cash  advances  which  had  been,  or  might  be 
thereafter,  made  by  him  to  the  Firm.  Further  advances  having  been  made 
by  the  Bajah  to  the  Firm,  W.  <k  Co.  executed  to  him  a  mortgage  of  certain 
Tea  plantations,  to  secure  the  then  amount  of  his  advances,  and  the  Bajdh 
by  a  Deed  released  his  right  to  commission  and  interest  under  the  original 
agreement  between  them.  No  proceeds  of  the  business  were  ever  received 
by  the  Bajah^  and  though  he  was  credited  in  the  Books  of  the  Firm  with  a 
considerable  sum,  that  sum  was  never  received  by  him,  and  was  afterwards 
written  back  in  the  Books  of  the  Firm.  The  Bajah  did  not  interfere  or 
exercise  any  such  control  in  the  business  as  to  make  him  an  ostensible  Partner 
in  the  Firm : — Eeldy  that,  having  regard  to  the  restrictions  and  modifications 
made  of  late  in  the  rule  of  law  formerly  prevailing,  that  participation  in  the 
net  proceeds  of  a  business  made  the  Participant  liable  as  a  Partner  to  third 
parties,  and  looking  at  the  whole  scope  of  the  Agreement^  the  primary  object 
was  to  give  security  to  the  Bajah  as  a  Creditor  of  the  Firm  of  W,  A  Co.y 
and  that  the  participation  given  him  in  the  net  profits  of  the  business  was 
not  sufficient  to  establish  a  partnership  between  W,  A  Co,  and  the  Bajah^ 
as  regarded  third  parties. 

Although  a  right  to  participate  in  the  profits  of  a  Trade  is  a  strong  test  of 
partnership,  and  there  may  be  cases  where,  from  such  perception  alone,  it 
may  as  a  presumption,  not  of  law,  but  of  fact,  be  enforced  ;  yet,  whether  that 
relation  does  or  does  not  exist,  must  depend  on  the  real  intention  and  contract 
of  the  parties. 

The  cases  of  Cox  v.  Hickman  (1),  and  Bullen  v.  Sharp  (2),  referred  to 
and  acted  on. 

Li  the  absence  of  any  law  or  established  custom  existing  in  India  in 

•  Present : — Sib  Jakes  William  Colvilb,  Sib  Babnes  Peacock,  Sib  Mon- 
tague Edwabd  Smith,  and  Sib  Robebt  Pobbett  Collieb. 

(1)  8  H.  L.  C.  268.  (2)  Law  Rep.  1  C.  P.  86. 
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J.  0.  respect  to  partnership  transactions,  the  law  of  England  is  to  be  resorted 

.g-o  to  for  principles  and  rules  to  guide  the  Courts.      At  the  sapae  time  the 

s^v^  usages  of  trade,,  and  habits-of  business  of  the  Indian  community,  so  far  as  they 

MoLLWo,  may  be  peculiar  or  differ  from  those  in  England,  are  to  be  taken  into  cousi- 

Mabch.  &  Co.         d,^^i^„ 

The  Court  of  m  •     ' 

^^^'  xHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  the  High  Conrt  at  Fori 
William,  in  Bengal^  in  favour  of  the  Respondents,  reversing  the 
decree  of  the  Principal  Sudder  Ameen  of  the  24  Perffunnahs  made 
in  favour  of  the  Appellants. 

The  suit  was  brought  by  the  Appellants,  who  were  Merchants 
trading  in  London^  against  Rajah  Pertah  Chunder  8ing^  Bahadoor, 
as  being  jointly  liable  with  the  other  persons  trading  as  Merchants 
under  the  style  of  Watson  &  Co.,  in  CalctUta,  in  respect  of  the 
moneys  due  to  the  Appellants  in  certain  transactions  and  dealings 
hereinafter  mentioned.  The  Bajah  having  died  after  the  com- 
mencement of  the  proceedings,  the  defence  of  the  suit  was  con- 
tinued on  behalf  of  his  representatives  by  the  Court  of  Wards, 
the  Bespondents  in  the  appeal. 

The  Appellants,  before  the  transactions  under  which  the  suit 
arose,  had  carried  on  business  as  Merchants  in  London,  and  had 
had  mutual  dealings  in  trade  with  the  Firm  of  W.  N.  Watson  <£' 
Co,,  of  CaleuUa.  The  dealings  consisted  in  the  Plaintiffs*  Firm 
and  the  Firm  of  W.  N.  Watson  dt  Co.  mutually  consigning  goods 
•  and  merchandize  to  each  other  for  sale,  and  in  the  Firm  of  W.  N- 
Watson  &  Co.  drawing  Bills  of  Exchange  on  the  Appellants  against 
the  goods  so  consigned  by  them,  which  were  paid  by  the  Appel- 
lants in  London,  and  in  paying  moneys  on  each  other's  account 
in  the  usual  course  of  Merchants  in  correspondence  with  each 
other. 

On  the  19th  of  June,  1865,  there  was  due  to  the  Appellants 
from  the  Firm  of  W.  K  Watson  dk  Co.sl  balance  of  Rs.2,92,000. 2p. 
on  the  account  current  between  the  two  Firms. 

The  business  transactions  between  the  two  Firms  were  conducted 
under  the  partnership  names,  but  the  real  question  at  issue  between 
the  parties  was,  whether  or  not  the  Bajah  was  jointly  liable  as  a 
Partner  with  W.  N.  Watson  and  T.  0.  Watson,  who  were  admitted  to 
have  been  the  Partners  in  the  Firm  of  W.  N.  Watson  &  Co.,  to 
pay  the  balance  claimed,  or  any  part  thereof. 
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The  issues  in  tbe  sait,  as  settled  by  the  Officiating  Judge  of       J.  0. 
the  Court  of  the  24  Pergunnahs,  were :  1872 

Firsts  whether  the  Plaintiffs  had  dealings  with  the  Firm  of    moixwo, 
W.  N.  Watson  &  Co.,  and  what  was  the  balance  due  to  the  Plain-  ^^^^'  *'^- 
tifii  on  such  dealings  and  transactions  from  that  Firm.    Second,  ThbCotjbtof 
whether  the  Rajah,  the  then  Defendant,  was  liable  to  the  Plaintiffs       — • ' 
as  a  Partner  of  the  Firm  of  W.  K  Watson  dk  Co.;  and  if  so,  for 
what  time  ?    Third,  being  held  to  be  a  Partner,  for  what  amount 
was  the  Defendant  liable  ?  whether  for  the  whole,  or  only  for  a 
portion  ? 

The  Judge  thought  it  more  expedient  to  try  the  second  issue 
first,  and  this  course  was  accordingly  pursued. 

On  the  30th  of  November,  1866,  Mr.  /.  Beaufort,  the  Judge  of 
the  Court  of  the  24  Pergtmndhs,  by  his  judgment  on  this  issue, 
found  that  the  Bajah  was  a  Partner  of  the  Firm  of  Watson  &  Co., 
and  that  his  liability  commenced  on  the  27th  of  August,  1863, 
and  ceased  on  the  3rd  of  March,  1865.  The  other  issues  were  sub- 
sequently tried,  and  by  his  judgment,  dated  the  10th  of  September, 
1868,  he  found  that  the  Appellants  were  entitled  to  recover  in  ' 
respect  of  all  the  items  in  the  account  current  except  two,  which 
he  disallowed  for  reasons  stated  in  his  judgment. 

From  this  judgment  an  appeal  was  brought  to  the  High  Court 
of  Judicature  of  Bengal,  and  a  Division  Bench,  consisting  of  the 
Justices  Jaehson  and  MarJchy,  reversed  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  the  24  Pergunndhs,  holding  that  the  Bajah  was  not  liable 
as  a  Partner,  or  otherwise,  to  the  Appellants  for  the  balance  or 
any  part  thereof;  and  from  this  judgment  the  present  appeal  was 
brought. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  Appellants  contended  that 
the  Rajah  was  liable  were  as  follows : — 

T.  0.  Watson  and  his  Son,  W.  N.  Watson,  commenced  trading 
iu  partnership  in  February,  1862,  under  the  style  of  W.  K  Wai- 
<on  (£  Cb.  They  had  but  little  capital,  and  finding  themselves  in 
want  of  money,  applied  to  the  Rajah  to  assist  them.  He  assisted 
them  during  the  year  1862  by  acceptances,  which  the  Watsons 
did  not  meet  or  provide  for ;  the  Rajah  took  them  up,  and  was 
induced  to  advance  further  large  sums  of  money.     In  January, 
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J.  0.        18(j3,  bo  retired  an  acceptance  of  Rs.10,000,  and  others  in  the 

1872        following  Marcli  to  the  extent  of  Rs.50,000.     In  April  in*that  year 

MotIwo      ^®  advanced  119.10,000  to  the  Firm,  and  in  the  following  August 

March,  &  Co.  Eg.20,000.    The  business  was,  in  fact,  carried  on  mainly  by  the 

Thb  Coobtof  BaJaWs  capital, 

*  On  the  27th  of  August,  1863,  an  Agreement,  in  the  following 

terms,  was  made  between  the  Waisom  and  the  Bajah,  although  not 
signed  by  the  Rajah:  "  Memorandum  of  agreement  made  between 
Bajah  Pertab  Chunder  Singly  Bahadoor,  of  PtfJceparrah,  in  the 
suburbs  of  Calcutta,  of  the  one  part,  and  Messrs,  W.  K  Watson  & 
Co,,  of  Calcutta,  Merchants,  of  the  other  part. 

"  In  consideration  of  certain  sums  of  money  already  advanced, 
and  which  may  hereafter  be  advanced  by  the  Bajah  to  Messrs. 
W.  N.  Watson  dt  Co,,  and  in  consideration  of  his  signing  accept- 
ances and  other  securities  for  the  said  W.  N.  Watson  dt  Co,,  it 
is  hereby  agreed  as  follows : — 

"  1st.  Henceforth  the  said  W.  N.  Watson  <&  Co,  shall  not  make 
any  shipment  without  first  obtaining  the  consent  of  Bajah  Periah 
Chunder  Sing,  so  long  as  the  said  Firm  shall  remain  in  debt  to 
the  Bajah,  and  so  long  as  the  liabilities  incurred  by  him  in 
signing  acceptances  for  the  Firm,  or  any  portion  thereof,  shall  be 
in  existence. 

"2nd,  Upon  such  shipments  being  made,  the  shipping  docu- 
ments shall  be  considered  at  the  disposal  of  the  said  Bajah  Perish 
Chunder  Sing,  and  that  the  said  Firm  shall  not  without  his  consent 
sell,  pledge,  or  hypothecate  them  to  any  person  or  Bank,  nor 
shall  the  Firm  apply  the  proceeds  thereof  in  payment  of  goods 
shipped  without  such  consent. 

"  3rd.  Eemittances  from  home  in  the  shape  of  goods  will  not  be 
ordered  by  the  Firm  without  the  consent  of  the  Bajah, 

**  4th.  No  consignment  of  goods  shall  be  ordered  from  home  by 
the  Firm  without  the  consent  of  the  Bajah  in  ^vriting, 

"  5th.  All  'remittances  received  by  the  Firm  from  home,  either 
in  money,  goods,  or  otherwise,  shall  be  made  over  to  the  Bajah, 
and  the  same  shall  be  under  his  control.  The  Firm  shall  sell  the 
goods  with  the  sanction  of  the  Bajah  first  obtained,  and  all  tho 
proceeds  shall,  after  meeting  any  debts  of  the  Firm  to  other 
persons  which  the  Bajah  may  deem  urgent,  be  retained  by  the 
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Bajah  to  extinguish  in  part  or  in  whole  the  Firm's  debt  to  him,        J.o. 
or  extinguish  wholly  or  in  part  the  liabilities  which  he  has  so        isra 
incurred  as  aforesaid ;  if  the  remittance  be  in  consignment  of  the    motIwo 
goods,  all  documents  belonging  to  the  same  shall  be  handed  over  Maboh,  &  Co. 
duly  indorsed  by  the  Finn  to  the  Bajah,  and  the  same  shall  be  The  Court  of 
wholly  at  his  disposal  for  the  purpose  of  extinguishing  the  said        .If^' 
debt  and  liability,  subject  only  to  the  limitations  just  above 
mentioned. 

"  6th.  The  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  any  goods  consigned  free  to 
the  Firm  shall  also  be  made  over  to  the  Bajah^  and  the  proceeds 
shall  be  remitted  to  the  consignors  with  the  sanction  of  the  Rajah. 

**  7th.  With  regard  to  the  conducting  of  the  ofiSce  business  of 
the  Firm  in  detail,  the  Bcyah  is  to  be  consulted,  and  he  may 
direct  a  reduction  or  enlargement  of  the  establishment  according 
as  he  may  deem  proper. 

"  8th.  No  moneys  shall  be  drawn  from  the  Firm  for  the  private 
expenses  of  any  member  thereof,  or  for  the  conducting  of  business 
of  the  Firm,  except  such  sums  as  the  said  Bajah  shall  agree  to. 

"9th.  The  BaJah  shall  have  free  access  to  all  Books,  Bills, 
documents,  letters,  advices,  correspondences,  and  other  papers 
belonging  to  the  Firm  or  relating  to  its  business. 

"  10th.  In  consideration  of  the  said  advances  made,  and  the 
liability  incurred  as  aforesaid  by  the  Bajah^  and  in  consideration 
of  any  future  advances  which  may  be  made  by  him,  the  Firm 
agrees  that  he  shall  receive  from  them  a  commission  of  20  per 
cent,  on  all  net  profits  made  by  the  Firm  from  time  to  time,  com- 
mencing from  the  Ist  of  May,  1862,  or  until  such  time  as  the 
^vhole  amount  of  the  debt  due  to  him  shall  be  paid  off,  and  the 
liability  so  incurred  by  him  as  aforesaid  shall  be  wholly  ex- 
tinguished. 

"  11th.  As  security  to  the  said  Bajah  for  the  advances  he  has 
made,  or  which  he  may  hereafter  make,  and  the  liability  which  he 
has  incurred  in  signing  acceptances  for  the  benefit  of  the  said 
Firm,  the  Firm  hereby  makes  over  to  him  the  title  deeds  of  their 
tea  plantations  at  Cachon^  called  Jeffer  Coon  BaJjore  Kishnaporey 
Eaa  Bodreepaul,  Central  Buddreeparr,  and  West  Buddreeparr, 
and  the  Firm  hereby  agrees  not  to  alienate  the  said  plantations 
until  the  debts  due  by  them  to  the  Btyah  are  paid  off  and  his  said 

3  2L2 
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J.  0.       liabilities  extingnished,  when  the  said  Bajah  is  to  return  the  said 

1872        title  deeds  to  the  Firm. 

'  MotIwo,         "  12th.  As  further  security  to  the  Bajah,  the  Firm  agree  that 

Mabob,  &  Co.  iy^qIy  other  property,  landed  or  otherwise,  including  their  present 

ThbCoubtot  and  future  stock-in-trade  and  outstandings,  shall  be  answerable 

for  the  debts  due  to  him,  and  the  liability  incurred  by  him  as 

aforesaid. 

"  13th.  The  Firm  shall  in  addition  to  the  said  commission  pay 
to  the  Bajah  interest  at  the  rate  of  12  per  cent,  per  annum  upon 
all  cash  advances  which  have  been  or  are  to  be  hereafter  made  by 
him  to  the  Firm,  and  shall  also  pay  to  the  banks  all  discount  and 
interest  now  as  hereafter  payable  on  the  «aid  acceptances. 

"  Dated  the  27th  day  of  August,  1863. 

"  W.  A  WUsm. 

"T.  0.  WaUonr 

Under  the  10th  clause  of  this  Agreement  the  sum  of  R9.27,458 
14a.  4ip.  was  on  the  30th  of  September,  1863,  written  over  to  the 
credit  of  the  Bajah  in  the  Books  of  the  Firm  in  a  separate 
account  opened  in  his  name,  and  called  ''Private  Ledger  for 
amount  of  his  gain  at  20  per  cent,  on  net  profit  up  to  30th 
April,  1863,  as  per  Journal,  Rs.27,458. 14a.  4ip." 

After  the  date  of  this  Agreement,  the  Bajah  advanced  further 
s«ms  of  money.  He  did  DOt  avail  himself  very  largely  of  the 
powers  conferred  upon  him  by  the  Agreement,  and  he  stated  him*' 
self,  that  he  did  not  understand  much  about  commercial  trans- 
actions ;  but  there  was  evidence  that  he  recommended  Clerks  for 
employment  by  the  Firm  ;  that  he  took  part  in  dismissing  a  Clerk ; 
that  he  came  to  the  Office  frequently,  using  the  room  set  apart  for 
the  members  of  the  Firm,  and  also  the  room  used  by  the  Partners 
to  which  persons  dealing  or  having  business  with  the  Firm  had 
access ;  that  the  accounts  were  offered  for  his  inspection ;  that  he 
inspected  samples  of  Cotton  ;  that  the  communications  from  Eng- 
land were  read  to  him ;  that  he  consulted  with  the  WatsoM  on  the 
business ;  and  that  he  was  present  when  business  was  transacted, 
and  took  part  in  it. 

It  appeared  that  the  WaisonB  held  out  the  Bajah  to  be  a 
Partner  to  the  Plaintiffs  and  others.  It  also  appeared  that  the 
Bajahy  subsequently  to  the  entry  to  his  credit  of  the  above  sum  of 
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E8,27,458. 14a.  4 Jp.,  drew  against  the  sum ;  but  it  appeared  further,  J.  o. 
that  afterwards,  in  March  or  April,  1864,  this  sum  was  written  over  1872 
to  his  debit  in  the  Books  of  the  Firm.  Mollwo; 

Li  the  years  1864  and  in  1866,  the  Firm  of  the  Waisons  fell  into  ^^^'  *  '^' 
great  difiSculties,  and  were,  in  fact,  insolvent    In  March,  1865,  ThbOoubtof 

the  Bajah  executed  a  Deed  wherein,  inter  alia,  the  Agreement  of       * 

the  27th  of  August,  1863,  was  recited,  and  whereby  he  released 
and  relinquished  all  claim  under  the  Agreement  of  the  27th  of 
August,  1863,  to  ^the  said  commission  or  profits,"  and  all  claims  to 
any  other  moneys,  except  a  sum  which  was  stated  in  the  Deed, 
and  which  was,  by  an  Indenture  of  even  date,  secured  by  a  mort- 
gage of  the  Tea  plantations  at  Oachanj  under  the  Agreement  of 
the  27th  of  August,  1863. 

Shortly  after  this  the  Watsons  became  Bankrupts. 

The  Appellants  appealed  from  the  final  judgment  of  the  High 
Court,  contending,  on  the  facts  and  evidence,  that  the  judgment  of 
the  C!ourt  of  the  24  Perffunnahs  was  right,  and  that  the  judgment 
pronounced  by  the  High  Court  of  Judicature  was  wrong. 

The  Solicitor-General  (Sir  O.  Jessd,  0.0.),  Mr.  Lindley,  Q.G., 
and  Mr.  F.  M.  White,  for  the  Appellant : — 

This  is  a  question  of  partnership,  which  must  be  decided  by  the 
true  construction  of  the  deed  of  Agreement  between  the  late 
Bajah  Pertab  Chunder  Sing  and  the  Messrs.  Watson,  of  the  27th 
of  August,  1863.  The  relative  position  of  the  parties  before 
that  agreement  might  be,  and  probably  was,  only  that  of  Debtor 
and  Creditor.  It  appears  from  the  evidence,  that  the  BajaJi  had 
advanced,  from  time  to  time,  very  large  sums  to  the  Watsons*  Firm 
to  enable  them  to  carry  on  their  business,  but  there  was  no  written 
agreement  between  the  parties,  and  no  partnership  is  alleged  to 
have  existed  prior  to  the  Agreement  of  the  27th  of  August^  1863. 
By  that  Agreement,  in  consideration  of  the  sums  already  advanced, 
and  to  be  advanced,  by  the  Bajah,  the  Messrs.  Watson  bound 
themselves  to  make  no  shipments  without  the  consent  of  the 
Bajah,  to  hold  the  shipping  documents,  and  the  proceeds  of  the 
shipments,  at  the  disposal  of  the  Bajah,  not  to  obtain  remittances 
from  home  in  the  shape  of  goods  without  his  consent,  or  consign- 
ment of  goods  from  home,  and  to  make  over  to  the  Bajah,  or  hold 
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J.  0.       under  his  control,  all  remittances  received  from  home,  whether  in 

1872       money  or  goods.    Sach  remittances  and  their  proceeds  were  to  be 

MoLLwo^     held  wholly  at  the  disposal  of  the  Bajah  for  the  purpose  of  extin- 

Maboh,  &  Co.  guighing  the  debt  due  by  the  Watsons  to  him ;  and  even  the  pro- 

The  Goubt  or  ceeds  of  the  sale  of  goods  consigned  free  to  the  Firm  were  not  to 
Wabdb* 
—        be  remitted  to  the  Consignees  without  the  consent  of  the  Bajah. 

The  Watsons,  moreover,  bound  themselves  to  consult  the  Bajah  in 
all  the  details  of  the  business,  to  regulate  their  establishment  by 
his  directions,  to  draw  no  money  from  the  Firm  for  any  purpose 
without  his  consent^  and  to  allow  him  free  access  to  all  the  Books 
and  papers  of  the  Firm.  The  Messrs.  Watson  further  agreed,  that 
the  Bajah  should,  in  consideration  of  the  advances  made,  liability 
incurred,  and  future  advances  which  might  be  made,  receive  a 
commission' of  20  per  cent,  on  all  net  profits  made  by  the  Firm, 
from  time  to  time,  commencing  from  the  1st  of  May,  1862,  until 
such  time  as  the  whole  of  the  debts  due  to  him  should  be  paid  off, 
and  the  liability  already  incurred  by  him  should  be  wholly  extin- 
guished ;  and  the  Watsons  agreed  not  to  alienate  certain  Plantations 
owned  by  them,  the  title  deeds  of  which  they  made  over  to  the 
Bajah  as  security,  and  gave  him  a  lien  on  all  their  property,  with 
a  covenant  to  pay  him  12  per  cent  interest  on  all  sums  advanced. 
Now,  it  is  in  evidence,  that  the  sum  of  B8.27,458  was,  under  this 
Agreement,  written  over  on  the  30th  of  September,  1863,  to  the 
credit  of  the  Bajdh  in  the  Books  of  the  Firm,  as  his  commission  on 
the  net  profits  up  to  the  end  of  April  in  that  year.  After  the  dato 
of  this  Agreement  he  advanced  further  sums  of  money  to  the 
Firm ;  and  though  it  does  not  appear  that  he  availed  himself  very 
largely  of  the  powers  conferred  on  him  by  the  Agreement^  yet  he 
attended  at  the  House  of  business  from  time  to  time^  and  interested 
himself  generally  in  the  concern,  consulting  with  his  Partners,  the 
Watsons,  and,  if  present,  taking  part  in  the  business  of  the  Firm.  It 
is  also  in  evidence  that  the  Watsons  considered  and  treated  him  as 
their  Partner,  and  he  is  not  proved  to  have  done  anything  himself 
to  disown  or  disprove  that  connection.  Now,  all  these  circum- 
stances, coupled  with  the  conditions  and  interests  contained  in  the 
Agreement,  constituted,  as  we  maintain,  and  as  was  held  by  the 
Judge  of  the  24  Pergunnahs,  a  valid  and  subsisting  partnership, 
and  rendered  the  Bajah  liable  as  a  Partner  from  the  date  of  the 
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Agreement^  or,  at  least,  as  regards  third  parties  to  be  treated  as  J.  0. 
the  WaU(ms'  Partner.  The  Act  to  amend  the  Law  of  Partnership  1872 
(28  &  29  Vict.  c.  86)  did,  of  course,  not  exist  at  the  time  of  these  mollwo, 
transactions,  nor  if  it  had  existed  would  it  have  applied  to  India,  ^^«»^  *  Co. 
but  it  Bhew&  when  it  declares  by  the  1st  section,  that  a  Lender  is  not  The  Ootjbt  of 
to  be  considered  a  Partner,  by  advancing  money  for  a  share  of  profits,  -— . 
what  the  law  was  anterior  to  that  enactment,  and,  we  contend,  it  is 
now,  as  regards  the  circumstances  of  this  case :  Act,  No.  XV.  of  1866. 
The  case  of  Cox  v.  Hickman  (1),  which  was  relied  on  in  the  High 
Court,  and  will,  no  doubt,  be  relied  on  by  the  Bespondent  here,  is 
distinguishable,  and  not  in  point  There  some  of  the  Creditors  were 
to  carry  on  the  business  as  Trustees  under  the  control  and  for  the 
benefit  of  the  others ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  Creditors  were  not 
partners  under  the  Deed.  So  where  there  is  no  control  or  right  to 
interfere,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Executors  of  a  deceased  Partner, 
each  Executors  are  no  Partners :  Holme  v.  Hammond  (2) ;  or  of 
Inspectors  carrying  on  the  trade  of  the  Firm  under  Deed  without 
share  of  profits  or  control  of  the  business :  Bedpath  v.  Wigig  (3) ; 
Eaaterbrook  v.  Barker  (4).  In  KSsham  v.  Jukes  (5),  where  the 
agreement  was  that  a  party  was  merely  to  be  repaid  a  debt  out  of 
the  profits,  if  any,  of  the  business,  the  surplus  to  belong  to  other 
parties,  there  was  considerable  difference  of  opinion  among  the 
Judges  as  to  the  effect  of  the  decision  in  Cox  v.  Hickman.  An 
agreement  for  a  man  to  have  a  share  in  the  profits  of  the  business 
till  a  debt  is  paid  makes  him  a  Partner :  Bond  v.  Pittard  (6) ; 
Barry  v.  Nesham  (7)  ;  Bloxam  v.  Pell  (8).  Any  specific  partici- 
pation in  the  profits  creates  a  partnership :  Ex  parte  Hamper  (9)  ; 
The  English  and  Irish  Church  Ins.  8oe.  (10) ;  Shaw  v,  OaU  (11) ; 
Sullen  V.  Sharp  (12);  Waters  v.  Tayhr{13) ;  Ex  parte  Langdcde  (14). 
We  maintain,  therefore,  that  the  Rajah  was  a  Partner  in  the 
Finn  of  Watson  &  Co.,  and  was  therefore  bound  by  the  acts  of  his 

(1)  8  H.  L.  C.  268,  (8)  Cited  in  Grace  v.  Smitl^  2  W. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  7  Ex.  218.  Bl.  999. 

(8)  Law  Rep.  1  Ex.  336.  (9)  17  Ves.  408. 

(4)  Law  Rep.  6  C.  P.  1.  (10)  1  Hem.  &  Mil.  86. 

(5)  3  B.  &  S.  847 ;  22  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  (11)  16  Jr.  C.  L.  Rep.  357. 
217.  (12)  Law  Rep.  1  C.  P.  86. 

(6)  3  M.  &  W.  357.  (13)  Tudor's  L.O.  on  Men  &  Mar.  Law 
(7)3aB.641.                                   [2nd  Ed.],  347. 

^  (10  18VCS.  300. 
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J,  0.        co-partners  in  the  usual  course  of  business ;  and  that,  whether  he 
lg72        was  Partner  or  not,  the  Watsons,  as  his  Agents,  were  authorized  to 
M^uwo      pledge  his  credit ;  that  he  became  jointly  liable  with  them  to  the 
March,  &  Co.  Appellants,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of. 
TuE  CooBTOF  the  24  Perffunnahs  was  right  and  ought  to  be  sustained. 

Sir  B.  PalmeTy  Q.C.,  Mr.  H,  James,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Doyne,  for 
the  Bespondent : — 

There  are  no  grounds  for  fixing  the  Bajah  with  liability  as  a 
Partner  for  the  debts  of  the  Firm  of  Watson  &  Co,,  or  any  part  of 
them.  The  Agreement  of  the  27th  of  August,  1863,  was  entered 
into  by  Watson  &  Co.,  as  Debtors,  with  ihe  Bajah,  as  their  Creditor, 
and  in  no  other  character ;  and  its  stipulations  constitute  only  the 
terms  of  an  arrangement  between  the  Bajah,  as  such  Creditor,  and 
the  Firm  as  his  Debtors,  as  to  the  means  by  which  payment  of  his 
debt  should  be  provided  for  and  secured.  The  provision  for  pay- 
ment to  the  Bajah  of  a  commission  of  20  per  cent.,  upon  the  net 
profits  made  or  to  be  made  by  the  Firm  before  the  debt  should  be 
fully  discharged,  was  not  a  contract  for  his  participation  in  the 
profits  of  the  business,  nor  a  contract  authorizing  Watson  d  Co.U) 
carry  on  the  business  for  the  joint  benefit,  or  on  the  joint  account, 
of  the  Bajah  and  themselves,  but  was,  in  effect,  nothing  more  than 
a  stipulation  for  an  addition  contingent  upon,  and  proportionate  to, 
any  profits  which  might  be  realized  by  Watson  dt  Co.  to  ihe  ordi- 
nary rate  of  interest  upon  the  Bajah's  debt,  such  being  a  lawful 
stipulation  as  between  Debtors  and  Creditor,  and  in  no  wise  ope- 
rating to  make  the  Creditor  a  Partner  in  the  Debtor's  business. 
This  is  the  true  and  legal  e£fect  of  the  Agreement  between  the 
parties,  and  it  is  preposterous  to  seek,  as  the  Appellants  have  done, 
to  make  the  Bajah  liable  under  it  for  the  entire  claims  of  the 
Appellants  upon  Watson  &  Co.  for  private  and  partnership  debts, 
from  the  commencement  of  their  mutual  dealings  to  the  end  of  the 
year  1864.  The  law  applicable  to  the  case  has  been  entirely  mis- 
conceived by  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  the  24  Pergunnahs,  but 
has  been  rightly  applied  by  the  Higli  Court.  The  case  must 
be  governed  by  the  decision  of  the  House  of  Lords  in  Cox  v. 
Siohman  (1);  there  Smith  &  Co.,  trading  in  that  name,  becoming 
embarrassed,  executed  a  Deed,  to  which  they  were  parties  of  the 

(1)  8  H,  L.  0,  268. 
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first  part ;  certain  of  the  Creditors,  as  Trustees,  of  the  second  part ;        j.  c. 
and  the  general  scheduled  Creditors  (among  whom  the  Trustees        1872 
were  named),  of  the  third  part.    The  Deed  assigned  the  property  of    moiiwo, 
8,  dk  S.  to  the  Trustees,  and  empowered  them  to  carry  on  the  ^^wa,  &  Co. 
business  under  the  name  of  the  ^'Stanion  Iron  Company y"  to  execute  Thb  Coust  of 

all  contracts  and  instruments  necessary  to  carry  it  on,  to  divide        

the  net  income  to  be  taken  among  the  Creditors  in  rateable  pro- 
portions (such  income  to  be  deemed  the  property  of  8,  &  8.),  with 
power  to  the  majority  of  the  Creditors,  assembled  at  a  meeting,  to 
make  rules  for  conducting  the  business  or  to  put  an  end  to  it 
altogether ;  and  after  the  debts  had  been  discharged,  the  property 
was  to  be  re-transferred  by  the  Trostees  to  8.  <&  8.  Two  of  the 
Creditors,  C.  and  W.,  were  named  among  the  Trustees.  C.  never 
acted.  W.  acted  for  six  weeks  and  then  resigned.  Some  time  after- 
wards the  other  Trustees,  who  continued  to  carry  on  the  business, 
became  indebted  to  H.,  and  gave  him  Bills  of  Exchange  accepted 
by  themselves  "  Per  proe.  the  8ianton  Iron  Company."  It  was  held, 
that  there  was  no  partnership  created  by  the  Deed,  and  that  con- 
sequently 0.  and  W.  could  not  be  sued  on  the  Bills  as  Partners  iu 
tbe  Company.  Now,  the  effect  of  this  decision  was  to  overrule  the 
conclusion  that  had  before  prevailed,  that  because  a  man  was 
interested  in  the  profits  of  a  partnership,  therefore,  he  was  a 
Partner,  and  to  hold  that  participation  in  the  profits  did  not  of 
itself  constitute  a  partnership ;  that  it  was  indeed  right,  in  deciding, 
whether  or  no  a  man  was  a  Partner,  to  consider,  whether  or  no 
he  was  interested  in  the  profits ;  and  their  Lordships  evidently 
attributed  very  great  weight  to  that  circumstance.  But  they 
emphatically  put  the  question  upon  a  wider  ground ;  and  the  ques- 
tion now  is,  not  did  the  person  sought  to  be  made  liable  participate 
in  the  profits,  but  has  the  Trade  been  carried  on  by  persons  acting 
on  his  behalf?  The  case  of  Cox  v.  Hickman  has  been  followed  and 
adopted  in  principle  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  the  case  of 
BvUen  v.  Sharp  (1),  from  the  Common  Pleas,  where  a  memorandum 
of  Agreement  giving  a  contingent  interest  in  the  net  average  profits 
of  the  business  of  an  Underwriter,  was  held  not  to  constitute  a 
partnership.  That  case  overruled  the  dictum  in  Orace  v.  8miih  (2), 
and  the  judgment  in  Wduffh  v.  Carver  (3),  and  upheld  the  decision 
(1)  Law  Bep.  1  C.  P.  100.        (2)  2  W.  Bl.  998.        (3)  2  H.  Bl.  235. 
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J.  C.       of  the  House  of  Lords^  in  Cox  v.  Eiakman  (1)  which  most  now  be 

1872        taken  to  be  the  only  authority  on  the  subject :  Stodker  v.  Bmkd- 

MoLLwo,     ^*»*  (2),  Tudor'B  L.  0.  on  Mer.  &  Mar.  Law,  343.    Story  on  Part- 

March. &  ^'nership,  ch.  iy.,  sect  49  [6th  Ed.];  UndUy  on  Partnership  [2nd 

THBCouBTor  Ed.],  pp.  38-9. 

1872  The  consideration  of  their  Lordships'  judgment  haying  been  re- 

July  27.     seryed  was  now  delivered  by 

Sir  Montague  Smith  : — 

The  action  which  giyes  occasion  to  this  appeal  was  brought  by 
the  Plaintiffs  (the  Appellants),  Merchants  of  London^  against  tlie 
late  Bajah  Pertab  Chunder  Sinffy  to  recover  a  balance  of  nearly 
three  lacs  of  rupees  claimed  to  be  due  to  them  from  the  firm  of 
W.  N.,  WaUon  &  Co.,  of  Calcutta. 

The  Bajah  haying  died  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  the 
defence  was  continued  by  the  Kespondent,  the  Court  of  Wards,  on 
behalf  of  his  minor  heir. 

The  plaint  alleged  that  the  Firm  of  W.  N.  Watsoji  dk  Co,  con- 
sisted of  William  Noel  Watson,  Thomas  Ogilvie  Watson,  and  the 
Bajah,  and  sought  to  make  the  Bajah  liable  as  a  Partner  in  it 

It  may  be  assumed,  although  the  exact  amount  is  a  question  in 
dispute  in  the  appeal,  that  a  large  balance  became  due  from  the 
Firm  to  the  Plaintiffs  during  the  time  when  it  is  contended  that  the 
Bajah  was  in  partnership  with  the  two  Watsons, 

The  questions  in  the  appeal  depend,  in  the  main,  on  the  con- 
struction and  effect  of  a  written  Agreement  entered  into  between 
the  Watsons  and  the  Bajah  ;  but  it  will  be  necessary  to  advert  to 
some  extrinsic  facts  to  explain  the  circumstances  under  which  it 
was  made  and  acted  on. 

The  two  Watsons  commenced  business  in  partnership,  as  Mer- 
chants at  CaleiMa,  in  1862,  under  the  Firm  of  W.  N.  Watson  dk  Co. 
Their  transactions  consisted  principally  in  making  consignments  of 
goods  to  Merchants  in  England,  and  receiving  consignments  from 
them. 

In  January,  1863,  they  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Plaintiffs  regulating  the  terms  on  which  consignments  were  to  be 
(1)  8  H.  L.  Gases,  268.  (2)  3  Mac.  &  G.  263. 


VOL.  IV.]  CASES  m  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  431 

made  between  them,  and  under  which  W.  N.  Watson  &  Co.  were  J.O, 
authorized,  within  certain  limits,  to  draw  on  the  Flaintifib  in  London  i872 
against  consignments,  M^o, 

The  WaUons  had  little  or  no  capital.    The  Bajah  supported  Mahoh,  &  Co. 
them,  and  in  1862  and  1863  he  made  large  adyances  to  enable  ThbCoubtov 
them  to  carry  on  then*  business,  partly  in  cash,  but  chiefly  by       i— 
accepting  Bills,  for  which  the  WaUons  obtained  discount,  and  which 
the  Bajah  met  at  maturity.     In  the  middle  of  1863  the  total 
amount  of  these  advances  was  considerable,  and  the  Bajah  desired 
to  hare  security  for  his  debt,  and  for  any  future  advances  he  might 
make,  and  also  wished  to  obtain  some  control  over  the  business  by 
which  he  might  check  what  he  considered  to  be  the  excessive 
trading  of  the  Wat$om. 

Accordingly,  an^  Agreement  was  entered  into  on  the  27th  of 
August,  1863,  between  the  Bajah  of  the  one  part,  and  '^  Messrs. 
W.  N.  Watson  &  Co!*  of  the  other  part,  by  which,  in  consideration  of 
money  already  advanced,  and  which  might  be  thereafter  advanced 
by  the  Bajah  to  them,  the  Watsons  agreed  to  carry  on  their  busi- 
ngs subject  to  the  control  of  the  Bajah  in  several  important  par- 
ticulars, which  will  be  hereafter  adverted  to.  They  further  agreed 
to,  and  in  fact  did,  hand  over  to  him  **  as  security  "  the  title  deeds 
of  certain  tea  plantations,  and  they  also  agreed,  that  ^  as  further 
security  '*  all  their  other  property,  landed  or  otherwise,  including 
their  stock  in  trade,  should  be  answerable  for  the  debt  due  to  him. 

The  10th  and  13th  clauses  of  the  Agreement  were  as  follows : — 
[His  Lordship  read  these  clauses,  ante,  p.  422.] 

This  Agreement  is  not  signed  by  the  Bajah,  but  he  was  un* 
doubtedly  an  assenting  party  to  it. 

Subsequently  to  the  Agreement,  the  Bajah  made  further  ad- 
vances, and  the  amount  due  to  him  ultimately  exceeded  three 
lacs  of  rupees. 

In  1864  and  1865,  the  Firm  of  W.  JV.  Watson  &  Co.  fell  into 
difficulties.  An  arrangement  was  then  made,  under  which  the 
Bajahy  upon  the  Waisons  executing  to  him  a  formal  mortgage  of 
the  tea  plantations,  to  secure  the  amount  of  his  advances,  released 
to  them,  by  a  Deed  bearing  date  the  3rd  of  March,  1865,  all  right 
to  commission  and  interest  under  the  Agreement  of  August,  1863, 
and  all  other  claims^against  them. 


432  OASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  OOUNCni.  [L  R. 

J.  0.  In  point  of  fact,  the  Bajah  up  to  this  time  had  never  received 

1872        possession  of  any  of  the  property  or  moneys  of  the  Firm,  nor  any 

MoLLvo,     of  ^-t©  proceeds  of  the  business,  and  did  not  in  fact  receive  any 

Mabch,  &  Co.  commission.    A  sum  of  K8.27,000  on  this  account  was,  indeed,  on 

Thb  CJouBTor  the  30th  of  September,  1863,  placed  to  his  credit  in  the  Books  of 

*      the  Firm  in  a  separate  account  opened  in  his  name,  but  the  sum 

so  credited  was  neyer  paid  to  him,  and  was  subsequently  "  written 
back  "  by  the  Watsons. 

Some  evidence  was  given  as  to  the  extent  of  the  interference  of 
the  Bajah  in  the  control  of  the  business.  It  seems  the  Bajoih 
knew  little  of  its  details,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  go,  with  any 
minuteness,  into  the  facts  on  this  part  of  the  case  ;  for  it  was  con- 
ceded that  the  Rajah  availed  himself  only  in  a  slight  degree  of  the 
powers  of  control  conferred  upon  him  by  the  agreement :  in  faxit, 
that  he  did  not  more,  but  much  less,  than  he  might  have  done 
under  it,  so  that  the  question  really  turns  on  the  effect  of  the  con- 
tract itself.  The  subsequent  acts  of  the  Bajah  do  not  in  any  way 
add  to  or  enlarge  his  liability. 

Before  proceeding  to  the  main  questions  which  have  been 
argued  in  the  appeal,  it  may  be  as  well  to  clear  the  way  for  their 
consideration  by  saying  that  no  liability  can  in  this  case  be  fastened 
upon  the  Bajah  on  the  ground  that  he  was  an  ostensible  partner, 
and,  therefore,  liable  to  third  persons  as  if  he  was  a  real  partner. 
It  is  admitted  that  he  did  not  so  hold  himself  out ;  and  that  a 
statement  made  by  one  of  the  Watsom  to  the  Plaintiffs,  to  the 
effect  that  he  might  be  in  law  a  partner,  by  reason  of  his  right  to 
commission  on  profits,  was  not  authorized  by  the  Bajah. 

The  liability,  therefore,  of  the  Bajah  for  the  debts  contracted 
by  W,  N.  Watson  &  Co.  must  depend  on  his  real  relation  to  that 
Firm  under  the  agreement. 

It  was  contended,  for  the  Appellants,  that  he  was  so  liable: 

First,  because  he  became  by  the  Agreement,  at  least  as  regards 
third  persons,  a  Partner  with  the  Watsons;  and 

Secondly,  because,  if  not  "  a  true  partner  "  (the  phrase  used  by 
Mr.  Lindley  in  his  argument),  the  Watsons  were  the  Agents  of  the 
Bajah  in  carrying  on  the  bu9iness ;  and  the  debt  to  the  Plaintiffs 
was  contracted  within  the  scope  of  their  agency. 

The  case  has  been  argued  in  the  Courts  of  India  ^nd  at  their 
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Lordships'  Bar^  on  the  basis  that  the  law  of  England  relating  to       J.  C. 
partnerships  should  goyem  the  decision  of  it.    Their  Lordships       1872 
agree  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  law  or  well-established  custom    mollwo, 
existing  in  India  on  the  subject,  English  .law  may  properly  be  ^^^^  *  Co. 
reaorted  to  in  mercantile  affairs  for  principles  and  rules  to  guide  Thk  Coubtop 
the  Courts  in  that  Country  to  a  right  decision.    But  whilst  this  is       — —  ' 
80,  it  should  be  observed  that  in  applying  them,  the  usages  of  trade 
and  habits  of  business  of  the  people  of  IndiUt  so  far  as  they  may 
be  peculiar,  and  differ  from  those  in  England,  ought  to  be  borne 
in  mind. 

The  Agreement,  on  the  face  of  it,  is  an  arrangement  between  the 
Rajah,  as  Creditor,  and  the  Firm  consisting  of  the  two  Watsona,  as 
Debtors,  by  which  the  Bajah  obtained  security  for  his  past  ad- 
vances ;  [and  in  consideration  of  forbearance,  and  as  an  inducement 
to  him  to  support  the  Watsons  by  future  advances,  it  was  agreed 
that  he  should  receive  from  them  a  commission  of  20  per  cent, 
on  profits,  and  should  be  invested  with  the  powers  of  supervision 
and  control  above  referred  to.  The  primary  object  was  to  give 
secarity  to  the  Bajah  as  a  Creditor  of  the  firm. 

It  was  contended  at  the  Bar,  that  whatever  may  have  been  the 
intention,  a  participation  in  the  net  profits  of  the  business  was,  in 
contemplation  of  law,  such  cogent  evidence  of  partnership  that  a 
presumption  arose  sufficient  to  establish,  as  regards  third  parties, 
that  relation,  unless  rebutted  by  other  circumstances. 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  the  rule  of  construction 
involved  in  this  contentton  is  too  artificial ;  for  it  takes  one  term 
only  of  the  contract  and  at  once  raises  a  pi*esumption  upon  it. 
Whereas  the  whole  scope  of  the  agreement,  and  all  its  terms,  ought 
to  be  looked  at  before  any  presumption  of  intention  can  properly 
be  made  at  all. 

It  certainly  appears  to  have  been  at  one  time  understood  that 
some  decisions  of  the  English  Courts  had  established,  as  a  positive 
rule  of  law,  that  participation  in  the  i\et  profits  of  a  business  made 
the  participant  liable  as  a  partner  to  third  persons.  (See  this 
pointedly  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  BlacJthum,  in  BuUen  v.  Sharp  (I).) 
The  rule  had  been  laid  down  with  distinctness  by  Eyre,  C  J.,  in 
Waugh  V.  Carver  (2),  and  the  reason  of  the  rule*the  Chief  Justice 
(1)  Law  Eep.  1  0.  P.  109.  (2)  2  H.  Bl.  235. 
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J.  0.       thus  states :  "  Upon  the  principle  that,  by  taking  a  part  of  the 

1872        profits,  he  takes  from  the  Creditors  a  part  of  that  fund  which  ia 

MoLLwo,     tt©  proper  security  to  them  for  the  payment  of  their  debts.  That 

Mabch,  k  Co.  ^j^g  ^i^Q  foundation  of-  Oraee  y.  Smith  (1),  and  we  think  it  stands 

Thk  Court  of  upon  fair  grounds  of  reason." 

—  '  The  rule  was  evidently  an  arbitrajy  one,  and  subsequent  dis- 

cussion has  led  to  the  rejection  of  the  reason  for  it  as  unsonnd. 
Whilst  it  was  supposed  to  prevail,  much  hardship  arose  from-its 
application,  and  a  distinction,  equally  arbitrary,  was  established 
between  a  right  to  participate  in  profits  generally  '^as  such,"  and  a 
right  to  a  payment  by  way  of  salary  or  commission  "in  propor- 
tion" (to  use  the  words  of  Lord  Eldon)  "  to  a  given  quantum  of  the 
profits." 

The  distinction  was  stated  to  be  "clearly  settled"  and  was  acted 
upon  by  Lord  Eldon  in  Ex  parte  Hamper  (2),  and  in  other  cases.  It 
was  also  affirmed  and  acted  on  in  Pott  v.  Eytan  (3),  where  Tindai,  C.  J., 
in  giving  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  adopts  the  rule  as  laid  down 
by  Lord  Eldon,  and  says,'/  Nor  does  it  appear  to  make  any  dif- 
ference whether  the  money  is  received  by  way  of  interest  on  money 
lent,  or  wages,  or  salary  as  Agent,  or  commission  on  sales  (4)." 

The  present  case  appears  to  fall  within  this  distinction.  The 
Bajah  was  not  entitled  to  a  share  of  the  profits  "as  such ;"  he  had 
no  specific  property  or  interest  in  them  qud  profits,  for,  subject  to 
the  powers  given  to  the  Bajah  by  way  of  security,  the  Watsons 
might  have  appropriated  or  assigned  the  whole  profits  without  any 
breach  of  the  agreement  The  Bajah  was  entitled  only  to  com- 
mission, or  a  payment  equal  in  proportion  to  one-fifth  of  their 
amount. 

This  distinction  has  always  been  admitted  to  be  thin,  but  it  may 
be  observed  that  the  supposed  rule  itself  was  arbitrary  in  the  sense 
of  being  imposed  by  law  and  of  being  founded  on  an  assumption 
opposed  in  many  cases  to  the  real  relation  of  the  parties ;  and 
when  the  law  thus  creates  a  rule  of  liability  and  a  distinction  both 
equally  arbitrary,  the  distinction  which  protects  from  liability  is 
entitled  to  as  much  weight  as  the  rule  which  imposes  it. 

But  the  necessity  of  resorting  to  these  fine  distinctions  has  been 
greatly  lessened  since  the  presumption  itself  lost  the  rigid  character 

(1)  2  W.  Bl.  998.       (2)  17  Ves.  412.        (3)  8  C.  B.  32.        (4)  Ibid.  40. 
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it  was  supposed  to  possess  after  the  fall  exposition  of  the  law  on       j.  o. 
this  subject  contained  in  the  judgment  of  the  House  of  Lords  in       1872 
Cox  y.  Hickman  (I)  and  the  cases  which  have  followed  that  decision.    moiIwo, 
It  was  contended  that  these  cases  did  not  oyerrule  the  previous  ^^^^^^^  *  ^• 
ones.  This  may  be  so,  and  it  may  be  that  Waugh  t.  Carver  (2),  and  Thb  Coubt  of 
others  of  the  former  cases,  were  rightly  decided  on  their  own  facts;        — . ' 
but  the  judgment  in  Cox  y.  Hiehman  had  certainly  the  effect  of 
dissolying  the  rule  of  law  which  had  been  supposed  to  exist,  and 
laid  down  principles  of  decision  by  which  the  determination  of 
cases  of  this  kind  is  made  to  depend,  not  on  arbitrary  presumptions 
of  law,  but  on  the  real  contracts  and  relations  of  the  parties.    It 
appears  to  be  now  established  that  although  a  right  to  participate 
in  the  profits  of  trade  is  a  strong  test  of  partnership,  and  that  there 
may  be  cases  where,  from  such  perception  alone,  it  may,  as  a  pre- 
sumption, not  of  law  but  of  fact,  be  inferred ;  yet  that  whether  that 
relation  does  or  does  not  exist  must  depend  on  the  real  intention 
and  contract  of  the  parties. 

It  is  certainly  difficult  to  understand  the  principle  on  which  a 
man  who  is  neither  a  real  nor  ostensible  Partner  can  be  held  liable 
to  a  Creditor  of  the  Firm.  The  reason  given  in  Oraee  v.  Smithy 
that  by  taking  part  of  the  profits  he  takes  part  of  the  fimd  which 
is  the  proper  security  of  the  Creditors,  is  now  admitted  to  be  un- 
sound and  insufficient  to  support  it ;  for  of  course  the  same  con- 
sequences might  follow  in  a  far  greater  degree  from  the  mortgage  of 
the  common  property  of  the  firm,  which  certainly  would  not  of  itself 
make  the  Mortgagee  a  Partner. 

Where  a  man  holds  himself  out  as  a  Partner,  or  allows  others  to 
do  it,  the  case  is  wholly  different.  He  is  then  properly  estopped 
from  denying  the  character  he  has  assumed,  and  upon  the  faith  of 
which  Creditors  may  be  presumed  to  have  acted.  A  man  so  acting 
may  be  rightly  held  liable  as  a  Partner  by  estoppel. 

Again,  wherever  the  agreement  between  parties  creates  a  relation 
which  is  in  substance  a  partnership,  no  mere  words  or  declarations 
to^the  contrary  will  prevent,  as  regards  third  persons,  the  conse- 
quences flowing  from  the  real  contract 

Numerous  definitions  by  text-writers  of  what  constitutes  a  part- 
nership are  collected  at  the  end  of  the  introduction  to  Mr.  Lindlej^a 
(1)  8  H.  L.  C.  268.  (2)  2  H.  Bl.  236. 
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J.O.       excellent  Treatise  on  this  subject.    Their  Lordships  do  not  think 

1872       it  necessary  to  refer  particularly  to  any  of  them,  or  to  attempt  to 

MoLLwo,     give  a  general  definition  to  meet  all  cases.    It  is  su£Scient  for  the 

Mabch,     Co  p^gg^nt  decision  to  say,  that  to  constitute  a  partnership  the  parties 

Thb  Court  OP  must  have  agreed  to  carry  on  business  and  to  share  profits  in  some 

way  in  common. 

It  was  strongly  urged,  that  the  large  powers  of  control,  and  the 
provisions  for  empowering  the  Bajah  to  take  possession  of  the 
consignments  and  their  proceeds,  in  addition  to  the  commission  on 
net  profits,  amounted  to  an  agreement  of  this  kind,  and  that  the 
Rajah  was  constituted,  in  fact,  the  managing  Partner. 

The  contract  undoubtedly  confers  on  the  Bajah  large  powers  of 
control.  Whilst  his  advances  remained  unpaid,  the  Watsons  bound 
themselves  not  to  make  shipments,  or  order  consignments,  or  sell 
goods,  vnthout  his  consent  Ko  money  was  to  be  drawn  from  the 
Firm  without  his  sanction,  and  he  was  to  be  consulted  with  regard 
to  the  office  business  of  the  Firm,  and  he  might  direct  a  reduction 
or  enlargement  of  the  establishment.  It  was  also  agreed  that  the 
shipping  documents  should  be  at  his  disposal,  and  should  not  be 
sold  or  hypothecated,  or  the  proceeds  applied,  without  his  consent ; 
and  that  all  the  proceeds  of  the  business  should  be  handed  to  him, 
for  the  purpose  of  extinguishing  his  debt. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Bajah  had  no  initiative  power ;  he 
could  not  direct  what  shipments  should  be  made  or  consignments 
ordered,  or  what  should  be  the  course  of  trade.  He  could  not 
require  the  Watsons  to  continue  to  trade,  or  even  to  remain  in 
partnership ;  his  powers,  however  large,  were  powers  of  control 
only.  No  doubt  he  might  have  laid  his  hands  on  the  proceeds  of 
the  business ;  and  not  only  so,  but  it  was  agreed  that  all  their 
property,  landed  and  otherwise,  should  be  answerable  to  him  as 
security  for  his  debt. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  by  these  arrangements  the 
parties  did  not  intend  to  create  a  partnership,  and  that  their  true 
relation  to  each  other  under  the  Agreement  was  that  of  Creditor 
and  Debtors.  The  Watsons  evidently  wished  to  induce  the  Bajah 
to  continue  his  advances,  and  for  that  purpose  were  willing  to 
give  him  the  largest  security  they  could  offer ;  but  a  partnership 
was  not  contemplated,  and  the  Agreement  is  really  founded  on  the 
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assfnmptiony  not  of  commimity  of  benefit,  but  of  opposition  of       J.  a 
interests.  1872 

It  may  well  be»  that  where  there  is  an  agreement  to  share  the    mollwo, 
profits  of  a  trade,  and  no  more,  a  contract  of  partnership  may  be  ^*^^^»  *  Ca 
inferred,  because  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  any  other  was  Tra  Court  of 
contemplated;  bat  that  is  not  the  present  case,  where  another        — «' 
and  difierent  contract  is  shewn  to  have  been  intended,  viz.,  one  of 
loan  and  secnrity. 

Some  reliance  was  placed  on  the  Statute,  28  &  29  Yict  c.  86,  sect  1, 
which  enacts,  that  the  adyance  of  money  to  a  firm  upon  a  contract 
that  the  Lender  shall  receive  a  rate  of  interest  varying  with  the 
profits,  or  a  share  of  the  profits,  shall  not,  of  itself,  constitute  the 
lender  a  Partner,  or  render  him  responsible  as  such.  It  was  argued, 
that  this  raised  an  implication  that  the  Lender  was  so  responsible 
by  the  law  existing  before  the  passing  of  the  Act  The  enactment 
is  no  doubt  entitled  to  great  weight  as  evidence  of  the  law,  but  it 
is  by  no  means  conclusive ;  and  when  the  existing  law  is  shewn  to 
be  different  from  that  which  the  Legislature  supposed  it  to  be,  the 
impUcation  arising  from  the  Statute  cannot  operate  as  a  negation 
of  its  existence.  What  may  be  the  effect  of  the  positive  enact- 
ment contained  in  the  5th  clause  of  the  Act,  so  far  as  regards 
Engiand,  it  is  not  necessary  for  their  Lordships  to  consider.  The 
Indian  Act,  Na  XY.  of  1866,  passed  after  this  contract  was  made, 
does  not  contain  that  provision. 

It  was  strongly  insisted  for  the  Appellants  that  if  ''a  true 
partnership"  had  not  been  created  under  the  Agreement^  the 
WatBona  were  constituted  by  it  the  Agents  of  the  Bajah  to  carry  on 
the  business,  and  that  the  debt  of  the  Plaintifib  was  contracted 
within  the  scope  of  their  agency. 

Of  course,  if  there  was  no  partnership^  the  implied  agency  which 
flows  from  that  relation  cannot  arise,  and  the  relation  of  Principal 
and  Agents  must  on  some  other  ground  be  shewn  to  exist  It  is 
clear  that  this  relation  was  not  expressly  created,  and  was  not 
intended  to  be  created  by  the  Agreement,  and  that  if  it  exists  it 
must  arise  by  implication.  It  is  said  that  it  ought  to  be  implied 
from  the  fact  of  the  commission  on  profits,  and  the  powers  of 
control  given  to  the  Bajah.  But  this  is  again  an  attempt  to 
create,  by  operation  of  law,  a  relation  opposed  to  the  real  agree- 

Vou  ly.  3         2  M 
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J.  c.       ment  and  intention  of  the  parties^  exactly  in  the  same  maimer  as 

1872        that  of  Partners  was  sought  to  be  established,  and  on  the  same  facte 

Mmlwo,     aiid  presumptions.      Their  Lordships  have   already  stated  the 

March,  &  Co.  masons  which  have  led  them  to  the  conclusion  that  the  trade  was 

THECorBT  OF  not  agreed  to  be  carried  on  for  the  common  benefit  of  the  WoIsom 

*      and  the  Bajah  so  as  to  create  a  partnership ;  and  they  think  there 

is  no  sufiScient  ground  for  holding  that  it  was  carried  on  for  the 
Bajahf  as  principal,  in  any  other  character.  He  was  not,  in  any 
sense,  the  Owner  of  the  business,  and  had  no  power  to  deal  with  it 
as  Owner.  None  of  the  ordinary  attributes  of  Principal  belonged 
to  him.  The  Watsons  were  to  carry  on  the  business ;  he  could 
neither  direct  them  to  make  contracts,  nor  to  deal  with  particular 
Customers,  nor  to  trade  in  the  manner  which  he  might  desire:  his 
powers  were  confined  to  those  of  control  and  security,  and  subject 
to  those  powers,  the  Watsons  remained  Owners  of  the  business  and 
of  the  common  property  of  the  firm.  The  Agreement  in  terms, 
and,  as  their  Lordships  think,  in  substance,  is  founded  on  the 
relation  of  Creditor  and  Debtors,  and  establishes  no  other. 

Their  Lordships'  opinion  in  this  case  is  founded  on  their  belief 
that  the  contract  is  really  and  in  substance  what  it  professes  to  be, 
viz.,  one  of  loan  and  security  between  Debtors  and  their  Creditor. 
If  cases  should  occur  where  any  persons,  under  the  guise  of  such 
an  arrangement,  are  really  trading  as  Principals,  and  putting 
forward,  as  ostensible  Traders,  others  who  are  really  their  Agents, 
they  must  not  hope  by  such  devices  to  escape  liability ;  for  the 
law,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  will  look  at  the  body  and  substance  of 
the  arrangements,  and  fasten  responsibility  on  the  parties  accord- 
ing to  their  true  and  real  character. 

For  the  above  reasons  theur  Lordships  think  that  the  Judges  of 
the  High  Court,  in  holding  that  the  Bajah  was  not  liable  for  the 
debts  of  the  Firm  of  W.  N.  Watson  dt  Co.,  took  a  correct  view  of 
the  case ;  and  they  will,  therefore,  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to 
affirm  their  judgment^  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  HiUyer,  Femvieh,  &  Stibbard.      , 
Solicitor  for  the  Respondent :  /.  H.  Wrentmore. 


VOL.  IV.]  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  OOUNdL.  439 


ROBERT  HART        Appellant;        JC* 

JOHANNES  VON  GUMPACH Respondent.  ^ov.n^ii. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  HER  BRITANNIO  MAJESTY'S  SUPREME  COURT 
FOR  CHINA  AND  JAPAN. 

JuriMiiclion  of  British  Court  in  Citina  and  Japan — Treaty  qf  Tientsin — Action 
for  libel — Privileged  communication — Misdirection — Pleading. 

In  an  action  bionght  in  Her  Majesty's  Snpreme  Court  for  China  and 
Japan,  for  false  representations  made  by  the  l>efendant,  occupyiDg  an  official 
post  in  the  service  of  the  Emperor  of  China,  to  the  Tsung-ii'Tamen,  the 
head  of  the  Foreign  Board  at  Peking,  respecting  the  conduct  of  the  Plain- 
tiff as  a  Professor  in  the  College  established  there,  which  led  to  his  dis- 
missal by  that  Board,  the  alleged  misrepresentations  being,  that  the  Plaintiff 
had  asked  to  be  relieved  from  his  duties,  and  declined  to  perform  them, 
and  that  he  had  absented  himself  from  Peking  at  a  time  when  his  active 
services  might  be  required  at  the  College.  The  Defendant,  in  reply,  denied 
that  he  had  made  any  false  representations,  and  asserted  that  such  represen- 
tations as  he  had  made  were  contained  in  a  report  made  by  him  in  the  course 
of  his  duty  as  an  Officer  of  the  Chinese  Government.  The  Judge  in  his 
summing-up  directed  the  jury  that,  whether  the  Defendant  had  made  false 
representations,  and  the  Chinese  Government  had  dismissed  the  Plaintiff  in 
consequence,  was  a  thing  specially  for  the  jury  to  consider,  and  whether 
the  representations  were  warranted  by  facts.  The  jury  found  for  the  Plain- 
tiff, and  gave  large  damages.  A  rule  nisi  was  afterwards  obtained  for  a 
nonsuit,  or  new  Trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  and  that  the  verdict  was 
against  evidence.  The  misdirections  complained  of  were  (1)  that  the  Judge 
did  not  direct  the  jury  that  the  representations  were  privileged;  (2)  not 
leaving  to  the  jury  the  question,  whether  the  representations  were  wilfully 
false ;  and  (3)  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that  the  representa- 
tions were  wilfully  false.  The  Supreme  Court  discharged  the  rule.  On  appeal : — 

Held,  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  that  the  Judge's  summing-up  was  erro- 
neous, that  the  representations  complained  of  were  privileged  communications, 
that  the  Judge  ought  to  have  explained  to  the  jury  the  relation  and  posi- 
tion of  the  parties,  and  have  told  them  that  the  action  would  not  lie,  if  the  state- 
ments were  made  honestly  and  in  a  belief  of  their  truth,  without  proof  of 
express  malice,  and  not  whether  they  were  warranted  in  fact,  and  that  the 
burden  was  on  the  Plaintiff  to  prove  that  they  were  not  so  made. 

Senible :  Where  the  rules  of  pleading  in  a  *  Court  in  a  Foreign  Country 
having  jurisdiction  over  British  subjects,  are  by  petition  and  answer,  the 


♦  Prestfnl:— Sib  James  William  Colvile,  Sir  Babxes  Peacock,  Sib  Mox- 
TAGUs  £i>wABD  Smith,  and  Sib  Bobkbt  Pobbett  Collisb. 
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J.  0.  several  paragraplig  of  the  answer  can  be  read  together,  and  not  as  m  English 

^g-o  pleadings  treated  as  separate  pleas. 

wv  Her  Majesty's  Supreme  Court  for  China  and  Japan^  established  by  Order 

Habt  in  Council  of  the  9th  of  March,  1865,  under  t}ie  Treaty  of  Tientsin,  havins: 

GuMPACH.  cognizance  of  all  questions  in  regard  to  rights,  whether  of  property  or  per- 

—  sons,  arising  between  British  subjects,    ''resident  in  or  resorting  to  the 

dominions  of  the  Emperor  of  C^tna,*'  has  jutisdiction  to  try  such  action  for 

alleged  false  representations. 

XHIS  case  was  brought  by  appeal  from  two  seyeral  judgments 
and  orders  of  Her  Majesty's  Supreme  C!ourt  for  China  and  Japan, 
at  Shanghai,  made  respectively  on  the  29th  of  March,  1870,  and 
on  the  3rd  of  May,  1870,  in  an  action  wherein  the  Bespondent  was 
the  Plaintiff,  and  Appellant  the  Defendant. 

The  Appellant  occupied  an  oflScial  position  in  the  service  of 
the  Emperor  of  China  as  Inspector-General  of  Customs. 

The  Eespondent,  for  some  time  prior  to  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  was  also  in  the  service  of  the  Emperor  of  China,  as  one 
of  the  Professors  of  the  Tunff-Wen'Kwanf  a  College  of  the  western 
sciences  at  Peking,  having  been  so  appointed  by  the  Appellant, 
under  the  authority  given  him  by  the  Ts\mg4i-Yameny  or  Foreign 
Board,  at  Peking. 

In  February,  1870,  the  Eespondent  filed  a  petition  against  the 
Appellant  before  the  Chief  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  tor  China 
and  Japan,  whereby  he  alleged,  that  the  Appellant  had  induced 
him,  by  false  and  fraudulent  representations,  to  leave  England 
and  accept  the  appointment  of  Professor  in  the  Tung-Wen-Kwan. 
The  petition  further  alleged,  that  the  Appellant  had  wilfully  and 
falsely  represented  to  the  Tsung-ii-Tamen  at  Peking;  that  the 
Eespondent  had  asked  to  be  relieved  from  his  duties  as  Professor, 
and  declined  to  perform  them ;  that  he  had  absented  himself  from 
Peking  at  a  time  when  his  active  services  might  be  required  in 
the  College,  and  that  the  Appellant  had  thereby  obtained  an 
intimation  from  the  Tmng-li-Yamen  that  the  services  of  the  Ee- 
spondent were  not  required.  The  petition  further  alleged,  that  the 
sum  of  £700  was  due  from  the  Appellant  to  the  Eespondent  for 
money  had  and  received  and  on  account  stated  between  them. 

The  Appellant,  by  his  answer,  denied  that  he  made  the  false  and 
fraudulent  representations  alleged  to  have  been  made  by  him  to 
the  Eespondent.    He  further  denied,  that  he  made  to  the  Tsung- 
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li-Tamen  the  wilftil  and  false  representations  alleged.  Aa  f^arded  J.  a 
the  money  claim,  the  answer  stated^  that  the  Respondent  had  IS72 
received  salary  or  compensation  up  to  the  80th  of  September,  hakt 
1869;  that  taeU  158  had  been  paid  to  the  order,  or  by  the  direc- 
tion, of  the  Bespondent  to  certain  persons  at  Peking  ;  and  that  tads 
176.20,  being  the  balance  of  a  sum  which  the  Chinese  Government 
were  willing  to  pay  to  the  Bespondent,  for  certain  considerations 
known  to  the  GoTernment,  were  tendered  to  the  Be^ondent,  but 
he  refused  to  sign  the  receipt  which,  by  the  authority  of  the  Govem-> 
ment,  was  required  of  him,  and  that  the  Appellant  never  was' 
indebted  to  the  Bespondent  The  answer,  in  addition,  contained 
the  following  paragraphs,  referring  especially  to  the  alleged  false 
representations  to  the  Tsung^i-Yamm. 

'*  And  for  an  answer  to  so  much  of  the  petition  as  is  contained  in 
the  7tb,  8th,  and  9th  paragraphs  of  the  said  petition,  the  Defen- 
dant says,  that  previous  to  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  representa- 
tions complained  of,  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  were  both  in 
the  employ  of  the  Chinese  Government,  and  it  was  the  Defendant's 
duty,  in  pursuance  of  such  employment,  at  various  times,  and  from 
time  to  time,  to  report  to  the  Tsung'U'Yamen,  or  Foreign  Board,  at 
Peiinffy  upon  the  conduct  of,  and  representations  and  movements 
of,  the  Professors  attached  to  the  Tung-  Wen-Kwan,  and  upon  those 
of  the  Plaintiff  amongst  others ;  and  the  Defendant,  in  the  ordinary 
course,  and  in  the  lawful  exercise  of  his  duty,  and  because  it  be- 
came necessary  and  incumbent  upon  him  by  his  duty  to  the  said 
Chinese  Government,  in  pursuance  of  such  employment  as  afore- 
said, to  do  so,  and  as  an  act  of  duty  and  not  otherwise,  made  certain 
reports  of  and  concerning  the  conduct,  movements,  and  represen- 
tations of  the  Plaintiff,  which  are  the  wilful  and  false  representa- 
tions complained  of  in  the  said  petition." 

**  And  for  a  further  answer  to  the  whole  of  the  said  petition,  the 
Defendant  says — ^That  in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  any  representations 
made  and  acts  done,  having  reference  to  the  said  Tumg-Wen-Kwan, 
he  was  previous  to,  and  both  he  and  the  Plaintiff  were  during  the 
whole  of  the  time  in  the  said  petition  referred  to,  in  the  employ  of 
the  Chinese  Government,  and  in  such  employment  it  became  and 
was  his,  the  Defendant's,  duty  to  superintend  all  the  affairs  con- 
nected with  the  Tung-WerirKtoan,  and  the  Foreigners  connected 
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J.  a       therewith,  and  to  make  such  representations,  write  such  Letters, 
1S72        do  such  acts,  and  pay  such  sums  of  money,  as  to  the  said  Defen- 
Habt       dant  in  his  discretion  should  seem  fit  in  the  premises,  and  that  any 
QviiPAOK.    ^^^  every  of  the  representations  made.  Letters  written,  acts  done,  oi 
*~~        sums  of  money  held  by  the  Defendant,  or  withheld  from  the  Plain- 
tiff by  the  Defendant,  or  by  the  Defendant's  order,  as  alleged  in 
the  said  petition,  were  so  made,  written,  done,  held,  or  withheld 
respectively  by  the  Defendant  in  the  exercise  of  his  lawful  antho- 
rity,  in  pursuance  of  such  employment,  and  in  the  exercise  of  his 
said  duty  as  a  servant  to  the  said  Imperial  Chinese  Government, 
and  in  pursuance  of  no  other  object,  and  in  virtue  of  his  said  posi- 
tion, and  in  virtue  of  no  other." 

The  Bespondent  moved  for,  and  obtained  leave  to  demur  to  the 
paragraphs  above  set  forth. 

The  demurrer  came  on  to  be  argued  on  the  29th  of  March,  1870, 
when  judgment  was  given  for  the  Bespondent,  and  it  was  ordered 
that  those  paragraphs  (amongst  others)  should  be  struck  out  as  fur- 
nishing no  answer  in  law. 

The  answer  of  the  Appellant  was  accordingly  amended  pursuant 
to  this  Order. 

The  action  came  on  for  trial  on  the  13th  of  April,  1870,  before 
C  W.  Qoodwin,  Esq.,  Assistant  Judge  of  the  Supreme  Court  for 
China  and  Japan,  and  a  jury. 

The  facts  of  the  case  were,  in  substance,  as  follows : — 

The  Appellant,  who  was  formerly  in  the  employ  of  the  British 
Consular  Service  in  China,  had  accepted,  some  years  ago,  from  the 
Chinese  Government,  the  appointment  of  Inspector-General  of 
Customs.  Amongst  other  duties  he  had  to  look  after  the  Foreign 
Department  of  the  Tunff-WenrKwan,  an  institution  established  at 
Peking  for  the  purpose  of  teaching  the  Chinese  Western  languages 
and  sciences.  The  Appellant  left  China  for  Europe  in  1866,  and 
before  leaving  had  a  conversation  with  the  Ministers  of  the  Tsung-Ip- 
Yamen,  or  Foreign  Board,  about  extending  the  Tunff-Wen-Etpan, 
and  received  instructions  to  find  Professors,  and  appoint  their 
salaries  and  duties.  The  Appellant,  whilst  in  England,  and  in 
the  summer  of  1866,  appointed  Mr.  J.  jD.  Campbell  to  be  Chief 
Secretary  to  the  Inspector-General  of  Customs,  and  about  the 
same  time  was  introduced  by  Mr.  Campbell  to  the  Bespondent, 
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who  had  written  certain  works  on  subjects  connected  with  mathe-  J.  0. 
matics  and  astronomy.  The  Appellant  subsequently  appointed  the  1872 
Bespondent  to  the  Chair  of  Mathematics  and  Astronomy  in  the  hast 
Tunff-Wen-Ktoan,  at  a  salary  of  £600  per  annum.    The  Appellant    q^j^^j^ 

stated,  that  at  an  interview  with  the  Bespondent,  prior  to  thus  ap-       

pointing  him,  he  told  him  what  the  character  of  the  College  was, 
and  what  the  Professors  would  have  to  do,  adding  that  it  was  now 
in  its  infancy,  but  that  in  the  course  of  time,  after  years,  it  would 
grow  to  the  equivalent  of  the  Universities  in  Europe.  According 
to  the  statement  of  the  Bespondent,  the  Appellant  and  Mr.  Camp^ 
Ml,  on  his  behalf,  made  certain  other  representations  to  him,  which 
induced  him  to  accept  the  appointment  and  to  go  out  to  China,  and 
which  were  the  fraudulent  representations  complained  of  in  the 
petition.  The  Appellant  and  Mr.  Campbell,  however,  both  denied 
that  any  such  representations  were  made.  The  Bespondent  left 
Enjfand  in  pursuance  of  his  appointment,  and  arrived  at  Peking 
in  November,  1866.  At  the  time  of  his  arrival  none  of  the  Students 
were  prepared  to  receive  mathematical  instruction  in  the  English 
language,  bat  the  Bespondent  was  in  the  meantime  to  occupy  him- 
self in  the  study  of  Chinese.  In  the  year  1867,  the  Bespondent 
became  discontented  with  his  position,  and  anxious  to  be  relieved 
altogether  of  the  duty  of  teaching  mathematics,  and  to  be  Director 
of  the  Observatory  only.  He,  as  he  alleged,  was  informed  by  the 
Appellant,  in  February  of  that  year,  that  he  was  made  Director  of 
the  Observatory ;  and  was  relieved  of  the  Chair  of  Mathematics,  to 
which  another  person  was  appointed.  No  other  person  was,  how- 
ever, appointed  Professor  of  Mathematics  during  the  whole  time 
Aat  the  Bespondent  continued  to  be  a  Professor  of  the  College. 

It  appeared  that  in  May,  1868,  the  Appellant  informed  the 
Bespondent  that  he  could  not  relieve  him  from  his  mathematical 
dnties,  and  that  he  ought  to  study  Chinese  to  fit  himself  to  perform 
them.  The  Bespondent,  however,  protested  against  being  called 
on  to  teach  mathematics,  saying  it  was  an  indignity  to  a  man  of 
his  position,  and  that  he  positively  refused  to  do  so.  The  Appel- 
lant thereupon  told  him  that  it  was  necessary  to  come  to  an  under- 
standing, and  that  if  he  would  not  remain  and  teach  mathematics 
the  utmost  he  could  do  for  him  was  to  give  him  a  year's  pay  and 
his  passage  home. 

In  the  following  June  the  Bespondent  informed  the  Appellant 
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J.  0.       that  he  had  made  up  his  mind  to  go  away,  but  asked  to  be  allowed 

1872        to  remain  till  the  end  of  the  summer.    To  this  the  Appellant  did 

-^j^^       not  object ;  and  when  the  Bespondent  left  at  the  end  of  the  inter* 

GtJiffAOH.    '^^^*  .^^  ^^^^^  ^^  *^®  understanding  that  he  was  giving  up  his 

—        position,  that  he  was  to  receive  his  allowance  to  the  end  of  the 

quarter,  and  that  he  was  then  to  have  a  year's  pay  and  his  passage 

home. 

The  Bespondent,  by  his  evidence,  denied  that  any  such  tinder- 
standing  was  come  to,  but  about  the  time  that  it,  according  to  the 
Appellant's  evidence,  took  place,  the  Bespondent  made  prepara- 
tions for  leaving,  selling  his  furniture,  and  a  number  of  his  Books. 
It  appeared,  however,  that  in  October,  1868,  the  Appellant  in- 
structed his  Secretary,  Mr.  Wieters,  to  write  and  inquire  in  what 
way  the  Bespondent  wished  his  money  to  be  paid ;  that  Mr..  Widers 
accordingly,  on  the  6th  of  October,  1868,  wrote  in  German  to  make 
this  inquiry.    On  receipt  of  an  answer  from  the  Bespondent,  pay 
to  the  end  of  the  September  quarter,  and  the  one  year's  pay  pro- 
mised on  his  retirement,  was  sent  to  the  Bespondent,  and  its  receipt 
acknowledged  by  him  on  the  8th  of  October,  1868.    After  receiv- 
ing this  money,  the  Bespondent  wrote  to  the  Appellant  a  Letter, 
dated  the  11th  of  October,  to  inquire  if  the  yearns  pay  was  an  annual 
addition  to  his  salary. 

The  Appellant,  in  answer,  wrote  a  Letter,  wherein,  after  reoapitu- 
lating  the  terms  of  the  arrangement  made,  he  stated  that  the  year's 
pay  was  the  allowance  promised  on  the  termination  of  the  Bespon- 
dent's  connection  with  the  College,  and  that  the  Commissioners  of 
Customs  would  provide  him  a  passage  home. 

The  Bespondent,  in  reply  notified  that  he  could  not  accept  the 
propositions  and  statements  in  the  Letter,  as  they  were  unwarranted 
and  at  variance  with  the  facts ;  but  he  did  not  return  the  snzn  sent 
to  him,  as  explained  by  the  above  Letter  of  the  Appellant,  as  the 
year's  pay  allowed  on  his  retirement. 

No  fm-ther  communication  was  received  from  the  Bespondent 
until  about  a  year  afterwards,  namely,  on  the  11th  of  October,  1869, 
when  he  wrote  to  the  Appellant,  asking  for  from  1,200  to  1,500 
iaela  on  account  of  salary  due,  and  suggesting  that  the  differences 
pending  as  to  salary  and  other  matters  should  be  referred  to  arbi- 
tration.  The  Appellant,  in  reply,  inquired  what  the  questions  were 
which  the  Bespondent  desired  to  be  submitted  to  arbitration,  and 
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harmg  received  the  Bespondent's  answer,  the  Appellant  explained        j.  c. 
at  length  his  reasons  for  declining  to  agree  to  an  arbitration.  1872 

In  September,  1869,  the  Appellant  wrote  to  the  Tsungf-li-Yamen,       habt 
reporting  the  Bespondent's  resignation  of  his  post  as  Professor  of    qt^mp^cii. 
the  TiAnff-Wen-Ktoany  having  previously  mentioned  it  to  members        — 
of  the  Board  by  word  of  mouth. 

The  Appellant  having,  however,  learned  from  Dr.  JfaHm,  who 
was  at  that  time  President  of  the  Tunff-WenrKwan,  that  the  Be- 
spondent  did  not  desire  to  be  regarded  as  having  resigned,  and  con^ 
sidered  that  he  had  not  done  so,  wrote  a  despatch  to  the  Tsunghli' 
Yamen  on  the  22nd  of  November,  1869,  withdrawing  hi^  despatch 
about  the  Bespondent's  resignation. 

On  the  27th  of  November,  1869,  the  Eespondent  wrote  to  the  Ap- 
pellant, stating  that  the  Appellant's  refusal  to  settle  the  differences 
pending  by  arbitration  or  amicable  arrangement,  imposed  on  him 
the  necessity  of  submitting  them  to  a  legal  decision.  He  stated 
further  that  he  intended,  with  that  view,  proceeding  to  Shanghai 
on  the  next  day,  and  requested  the  Appellant  to  acquaint  the  Im- 
perial Government  with  the  occasion  for  and  object  of  his  temporary 
absence  from  the  capital. 

The  Appellant  reported  to  the  Twrng-li-Yarnhh  accordingly,  and 
received  from  the  Taufi^-Zi-I^men  a  despatch  stating  that  in  view  of 
the  action  taken  by  the  Bespondent  it  was  not  fitting  that  he  should 
be  any  longer  retained  as  a  Professor  in  the  College,  and  desiring 
the  Appellant  to  intimate  the  same  to  the  Bespondent,  which  the 
Appellant  did,  by  a  Letter,  dated  the  80th  of  November,  1869. 

It  was  determined  on  behalf  of  the  Government  to  pay  the  Be- 
spondent his  salary  down  to  the  30th  of  November,  1869,  the  date 
of  the  above  Letter,  and  a  cheque  for  176  toeb,  the  balance  of  such 
salary,  was  tendered  to  the  Bespondent,  but  he  refused  to  sign  the 
receipt  required  of  him  in  exchange  on  behalf  of  the  Chinese 
Grovemment,  and  the  cheque  was,  therefore,  not  handed  to  him. 
The  Appellant  never  received  this  sum;  it  remained  in  the 
Chinese  Government  Funds,  payable  to  the  Bespondent's  order  (1). 

(1)  The  Letters  forming  the  corre-  garding  the  Bespondent's  resignation 

spondence  between  the  Appellant  and  of  office,  are  fully  stated  and  set  out  in     - 

Respondent,  and   those  sent  by  the  their  Lordships' judgment,  J70sf,  p.  453 

Appellant  to  the  TiungAi-Yamen  re-  to  457. 
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J.  0.       have  jurifidiction  over.  The  cases  of  The  Duke  of  BrunswieJc  y.  The 
1872       Einff  of  Hanover  (1) ;  and  Mur^den  v.  The  Duke  of  Brunswick  (2) ; 
hI^       illustrate  the  doctrine  we  contend  for.     The  Secretary  of  Stale  in 
Council  of  India  v.  Kamachee  Boye  Sahdba  (3) ;  The  East  India  Cm- 
pany  v.  Syed  AUy  (4) :   Duke  of  Brunswick  r.  Harmer  (5) ;  Wads- 
worth  V.  Queen  of  Spain  (6) ;  De  Haher  v.  Queen  of  Portugal  (7); 
are  all  cases  shewing  that  where  the  Municipal  Courts  of  a  Country 
have  jurisdiction  over  the  subjects  resident  in  a  foreign  Country, 
those  Courts  are  the  proper  Tribunals  to  take  cognizance  of  caases 
where  one  of  the  litigants  is  in  the  service  of  the  Foreign  Sovereign : 
Wheaton  on  International  Law,  Part  II.,  ch.  II.,  p.  285  [Ed.  1863]. 
That  is  our  first  objection,  but  assuming  that  the  Supreme  Court 
had  jurisdiction  to  try  a  case  such  as  this,  where  one  of  the  parties 
was,  though  a  British  subject,  in  the  service  of  a  Foreign  Sovereign ; 
the  question  really  is,  whether  there  was  any  ground  of  actioo, 
whether  the  reports  made  by  the  Appellant  to  the  Chinese  Govern- 
ment, in  his  official  capacity,  with  respect  to  the  conduct  of  the 
Bespondent  as  a  subordinate  official  of  the  same  Government,  were 
not  privileged  communications,  and  whether  such  privilege  ought 
not  to  have  been  held  a  good  defence  to  the  action  brought  in 
Her  Majesty's  Supreme  Court  in  China.    We  maintain  that  these 
were  privileged  communications:    Dawkins  v.  Lord  Faulet  (8); 
Dawkins  v.  Lord  Bokeby  (9).    Then  there  was  no  evidence  of 
express  malice,  and  the  Judge,  in  his  charge  to  the  jury,  ought  to 
have  told  them  so. 

Moreover,  the  learned  Judge  misdirected  the  jury  in  telling 
them  that  they  would  have  to  find  for  the  Bespondent  on  the 
money  claims  for  176  tads,  for  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury  in  support  of  such  a  claim,  and  the  verdict,  so  far  as  it  found 
for  the  Bespondent,  was  against  the  weight  of  evidence,  and  the 
damages  were  excessive;  we  submit,  therefore,  that  the  Appellant 
is  entitled  to  have  the  Judgments  and  Orders  of  the  29th  of  March 
and  the  3rd  of  May,  1870,  reversed. 

(1)  6  BeaV.  1.  (5)  19  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  20. 

(2)  10  Q.  B.  656.  (6)  17  Q.  B.  171. 

(3)  13  Moore  P.  C.  Cases,  22.  (7)  Ibid.  196. 

(4)  7  Moore*8  Ind.  App.  Cases,  555.  (8)  Law  Rep.  5  Q.  B.  94 
(9)  4F.&F.806. 
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Mr.  Benjamin^  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  P.  Myburgh,  for  the  Eespondent : —       J.  0. 

The  Eespondent  was  entitled  to  the  Judgment  and  Orders  com-  JJ^ 
plained  of.  The  Supreme  Court  had  alone  jurisdiction  to  try  the  Hast 
case,  for  it  was  in  that  Court  only  that  the  Appellant  was  liable  to  GruPAOH. 
the  Respondent  for  the  wrongs  he  had  committed  against  him.  """ 
The  Chinese  Government  had  not  adopted  the  acts  of  the  Appel- 
lant as  their  servant,  and,  therefore,  his  correspondence  with  their 
Officer  was  not  an  act  of  State,  and  was  not  privileged.  It  was  idle 
for  the  Appellant  to  say,  that  what  he  did  was  by  order  of  the 
Chinese  Government,  and  that,  therefore,  he  was  not  amenable  to 
the  laws  in  Her  Majesty's  Supreme  Court  for  China  and  Japan.  The 
Order  in  Council  of  the  9th  of  March,  1865,  Arts.  4  and  5,  confers 
ample  jurisdiction  on  the  Supreme  Court,  and  declares,  that  the 
law  o{  England  is  the  law  to  be  administered.  There  was  no  neces- 
sity for  the  jury  to  find  malice.  In  the  case  of  damage  occasioned 
by  a  wrongful  act,  though  such  as  the  law  deems  an  injury,  malice 
is  not  a  necessary  ingredient  to  the  maintenance  of  an  action : 
Sogers  v.  Bajendro  Butt  and  others  (1)  ;  Ferguson  v.  The  Earl  of 
KinnouU  (2).  But,  if  necessary  to  enlarge  on  this  point,  it  was 
sufficiently  averred  in  the  petition  and  proved :  Buron  v.  Den- 
man  (3) ;  Dclbree  v.  Napier  (4).  It  was  no  such  privileged  com- 
munication as  protected  the  Defendant  in  Dawiins  v.  Lord 
Paulet  (5).  There  was  no  misdirection  to  the  jury :  Greene  v. 
Baieman  (6) ;  Fray  v.  BlacJchum  (7) ;  Taylor  v.  Hawkins  (8). 
The  question  of  privilege  cannot  be  carried  to  such  an  extent  as  is 
ai^ued  for  here,  to  shield  a  man  from  the  consequences  arising 
from  false  representations.  None  of  the  cases  cited  support  the 
Appellant's  contention. 

The  case  stood  over  for  consideration. 

Their  Lordships  now  delivered  judgment  by  1873 

Sib  Moktagub  Smith  : —  *!L- ' 

This  is  an  appeal  from  judgments  of  Her  Majesty's  Supreme  Court 

(1)  13  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  209.  (5)  Law  Rep.  5  Q.  B.  94. 

(2)  9  C.  &  P.  321.  (6)  Law  Rep.  6  H.  L.  591. 

(3)  2  E3t  167.  (7)  3  B.  &  S.  576. 

(4)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  781.  (8)  16  Q.  B.  308. 
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J.  G.       for  China  and  Japan,  at  Shanghai^  established  in  Hie  dominions  of 
1872       the  Emperor  of  China  hj  virtue  of  the  Treaty  of  Tientsin. 
^^7  The  Appellant  and  Kespondent  are  English  subjects  in  the  8e^ 

Gump   h     ^^^  ^^  ^®  Chinese  Government,    The  former  holds  the  oflSee  of 
^—       Inspector-General  of  Customs,  one  of  his  duties  being  to  treat  with 
Foreigners  on  matters'in  which  the  Imperial  Government  is  con- 
cerned, under  the  general  direction  of  the  Tsung-li  Tamen,  a  Board 
of  Ministers  for  Foreign  Affairs. 

The  Chinese  Government  having  determined  to  establish  a 
College  at  Peking,  for  the  purpose  of  teaching  '*  Western  languages 
and  Sciences,"  the  Appellant  was  authorized  by  the  Tsung-li- 
Tamen  to  engage  Professors,  and  was  invested  with  the  general 
superintendence  of  the  College.  Acting  on  this  authority  he  came 
to  England,  and  the  Bespondent  on  his  appointment  accepted  the 
office  of  Professor  of  Mathematics  and  Astronomy  in  the  College, 
at  a  salary  of  £600  a  year. 

The  action  which  gives  occasion  to  this  appeal  was  brought  by 
the  Bespondent  for  alleged  false  representations  made  by  the 
Appellant  to  the  Tsung-li-Yamen,  respecting  his  conduct  as 
Professor,  which  led  to  his  dismissal  by  that  Board,    ' 

The  petition  included  a  charge  of  alleged  misrepresentation, 
made  to  induce  the  Bespondent  to  accept  the  professorship,  which 
the  jury  disposed  of  in  favour  of  the  Appellant.  It  also  contained 
a  money  claim,  which  will  be  separately  considered  hereafter. 

In  the  answer  of  the  Appellant  to  the  charge  of  false  represent 
tation,  he  denied  that  he  had  wilfully  and  falsely  made  the  alleged 
representations,  and  he  asserted  that  the  representations  respect- 
ing the  Bespondent  were  contained  in  a  report  made  by  him  to  the 
Tsung-li-Yamen,  in  the  course  of  his  duty  as  a  servant  to  the 
Imperial  Chinese  Government. 

The  Bespondent  demurred  to  the  paragraphs  of  the  answer 
which  raised  the  defence  of  official  privilege,  and  the  Court  ordered 
the  paragraphs  to  be  struck  out.  This  is  one  of  the  orders  appealed 
from. 

The  other  issues  were  tried  before  the  Assistant  Judge  and  a 
jury,  and  a  verdict  found  for  the  Plamtiff  (the  Bespondent)  with 
large  damages. 

A  rule  niai  was  afterwards  obtained  for  a  nonsuit  or  a  new  trial 
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on  the  ground  of  misdirection,  and  that  the  yerdict  was  against  the        J.  G. 
eyidence.  1872 

The  misdirections  complained  of  were :  first,  the  Judge  not  having  j^^^bt 
directed  the  jury  that  the  representations  were  privileged ;  second, 
not  having  left  to  the  jury  whether  the  representations  were  wil- 
folly  false ;  third,  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  that 
the  representations  were  wilfully  false.  The  last  point  appears  in 
the  rule  as  a  ground  of  nonsuit;  but  it  may  be  taken  as  an  objec- 
tion to  the  direction  of  the  Judge,  because,  if  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  the  statements  were  wilfully  false,  the  Judge  ought  to 
have  directed  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant. 

After  argument  the  Oourt  discharged  the  rule,  which  is  the 
second  Order  appealed  from. 

It  will  be  convenient  first  to  advert  to  the  facts,  and  the  trial 
and  the  rule  for  a  new  trial,  before  considering  the  judgment  on 
the  demurrer. 

The  Bespondent,  and  the  Appellant,  and  Mr.  OampbeU,  his 
Secretary,  were  examined,  and  a  long  correspondence  read  upon 
the  trial.  It  appeared  that  on  the  15th  of  August,  1866,  the 
Eespondent,  who  was  then  in  England,  received  an  official  Letter 
from  the  Appellant  to  say,  that  he  had  been  selected  for  appoint- 
ment '^  to  the  Chair  of  Mathematics  and  Astronomy  at  the  Tsung^ 
wm-Kwan  (College)  at  Peking.^  After  his  arrival  at  Peking^ 
obstacles  arose  to  the  establishment  of  a  class  in  astronomy,  and  to 
the  erection  of  an  Observatory.  The  Bespondent  was  disappointed, 
and  complained  of  the  delay,  and  especially  of  the  loss  of  the 
opportunities  he  expected  for  scientific  observations.  He  evinced 
at  the  same  time  great  disinclination  to  become  a  Teacher  of  a  class 
in  mathematics.  He  continued  to  receive  his  salary,  but  no  classes 
in  mathematics  or  astronomy  were  formed.  Various  suggestions 
were  made  to  expedite  the  formation  of  these  classes,  and  to  employ 
the  time  of  the  Bespondent  meanwhile,  but  they  led  to  no  result. 
In  1868  he  went  to  the  Hills,  and  was  absent  from  Peking  for  some 
time.  About  June  in  that  year  he  had  interviews  with  the  Appel- 
lant and  Mr.  CampbeUt  in  which  he  expressed  his  determination  to 
return  to  England.  This  fact  is  beyond  dispute,  for  it  is  admitted 
in  the  Bespondent's  own  evidence. 

The  Appellant  and  Mr.  Campbell  state,  that  at  these  interviews 
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J.  0.        the  Bespondent  also  declared  that  he  would  not  teach  mathematics. 

1872        The  Appellant  says: — "He  protested  against  being  called  on  to 

Habt       teach  mathematics — it  was  an  indignity  io  a  man  in  his  position  to 
Ou»ACH     *®^^  mathematics.    He  positively  refused  to  do  sa"    Mr.  Camp- 

hdl  says : — *^  In  June,  1868,  he  was  constantly  complaining.    He 

told  me  he  was  required  to  teach  mathematics,  and  he  could  not, 
and  would  not"  The  Bespondent  was  not  recalled  to  contradict 
these  explicit  statements.  He  no  doubt  said  in  his  evidence  in 
chief,  "During  the  whole  of  the  time  I  was  not  called  upon  toper- 
form  any  duties,  nor  did  I  refuse  to  do  any."  This  may  be  literally 
true,  as  classes  were  not  actually  formed.  He  adds : — Mr.  Hari 
came  to  me  and  asked  me  whether  I  would  take  again  the  Chair  of 
Mathematics.  I  expressed  my  astonishment,  as  I  understood  Mr. 
Jamieson  was  appointed.  I  said  I  preferred  to  keep  to  our  agree- 
ment. Hart  appeared  satisfied."  This  evidence  cannot  be  regarded 
as  a  satisfactory  denial  of  the  explicit  statements  that  he  had 
declared  that  he  would  not  teach  mathematics.  It  is  to  be  observed 
that  there  is  no  proof  of  the  appointment  of  Mr.  Jamison. 

At  one  of  these  interviews  discussions  took  place  with  reference 
to  putting  an  end  to  the  Bespondent's  engagement,  and  the  terms 
on  which  it  should  be  done.  According  to  the  Appellant's  evi- 
dence it  was  arranged,  that  the  Bespondent  should  give  up  his 
appointment  at  the  end  of  the  coming  September  quarter  on 
receiving  his  salary  for  that  quarter,  and  in  addition  an  allowance 
of  one  year's  salary  and  a  free  passage  home.  The  Bespondent 
dem'es  that  such  an  arrangement  was  made,  but  the  fact  is  beyond 
dispute  that,  early  in  the  following  month  of  October,  the  quarter's 
salary  and  a  year's  additional  salary  were  received  by  him.  Soon 
after  this  payment,  he  wrote  to  inquire  whether  the  year's  pay 
was  **  an  annual  addition  "  to  his  salary.  Now,  whatever^isun- 
derstanding  may  have  existed  upon  the  question  of  a  final  agree- 
ment to  terminate  his  engagement  having  been  come  to,  there 
could  be  none  as  to  the  grounds  upon  which  the  allowance  of  a 
year's  pay  had  been  made  by  the  Appellant,  who  at  once  replied 
to  this  inquiry  by  a  Letter  of  the  15th  of  October,  1868 : — "  You 
now  inquire  if  the  year's  pay  is  *  an  annual  addition '  to  your 
salary — it  is  not ;  it  is  simply  the  allowance  I  prcmiised  should  be 
issued  to  you  at  the  end  of  the  September  quarter^  on  the  tenni- 
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natioB  of  your  connection  with  the  OoUege.'^    In  the  same  Letter        J.  C. 
he  was  told  that  the  Commissioner  of  Customs  had  instructions  to        1872 
provide  for  him  a  free  passage  home.    The  Respondent,  in  reply       hi^ 
to  this  Letter,  protested  against  the  propositions,  and  the  truth  of    q^^ch. 
the  statements  contained  in  it ;  but  he  kept  the  money.  — ? 

The  Bespondent  remained  in  CAtna,  but  for  a  year  there  seems 
to  haye  been  no  communication  between  the  parties.  On  the  11th 
of  October,  1869,  however,  he  wrote  to  the  Appellant  asking  for 
1,200  or  1,500  iaeh  on  account  of  his  salary,  and  suggesting 
whether  it  would  not  be  expedient  "  in  the  common  interest,  and 
more  especially  in  that  of  the  Imperial  Government,"  to  settle  all 
differences  by  arbitration  or  otherwise.  He  was  asked  to  state 
what  the  differences  were,  and  he  answered  by  giving  a  series  ot 
questions,  so  framed  as  to  open  his  original  engagement  and  all 
subsequent  agreements,  and  to  leave  generally  to  an  Arbitrator 
what  he  was  in  justice  and  equity  entitled  to  receive  as  compensa- 
tion from  the  Chinese  Government.  The  Appellant,  in  a  long 
Letter  in  reply,  recapitulated  the  history  of  the  Bespondent's  rela- 
tions with  the  Imperial  Government,  and  in  the  end  stated  that 
the  questions  were  not  of  a  nature  which,  as  the  Agent  of  the. 
Government,  he  would  be  justified  in  submitting  to  arbitration. 

In  the  course  of  this  renewed  correspondence,  the  Bespondent 
expressed  a  strong  desire  to  stay  in  China,  and  urged  his  claim 
^'in  the  common  interest  of  science  at  large,  and  of  Chinese  science 
in  particular,"  and  expressed  a  desire  '^to  write  the  history  of 
Chinese  astronomy  and  mathematics."  It  appears  also  that  about 
this  time  Mr.  Martiriy  the  Head  of  the  Professors,  made  a  com- 
munication.  to  the  Appellant  in  his  favour,  which  induced  the 
Appellant  to  recall  the  despatch  he  had  sent  to  the  Taung-U^Yamen 
reporting  the  Bespondent's  resignation;  and  on  the  22nd  of 
November,  1869,  he  thus  writes  to  Mr.  Martin: — 

*^  Inspeehrtxie^Oeneral  of  Ctutoms, 
"Sir,  Peking,  2Znd  Nwmber,  1869. 

"Having  reference  to. Mr.  Von  G4*»ipacft,  who  claims  to  still 
hold  an  appointment  in  the  Tung-wenrKwan,  I  beg  to  inform  you 
that  I  never  had  any  desire  to  displace  hitn>  aiid  as  he  himself 
does  not  desire  to  be  regarded  as  having  resigned,  I  have  written 
officially  to  the  Itamen  to  withdraw  my  former  despatch,  and  to 
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j^  0,       state  that  Mr.  V<m  Oumpach,  with  your  approbation,  continnes  to 

^^^       retain  liis  position, 

122  «Iam, 

Habt  ««Sir 

GuKPACB.  "  Your  obedient  Servant, 

"""  y  "  BoBEBT  Habt, 

"  Impeetor-Oenerctl. 
«  Revd.  IF.  A.  P.  ifart»»,  D.D., 

**  President  of  the  Tung-wen-Kwan,  PektnffJ^ 

*   On  the  same  day  the  Appellant  sent  the  following  despatch  to 
the  TdungAuYamen: — 

«  Peking,  22nd  November,  1869. 

"It  will  be  remembered  that  I  addressed  the  Yamen  in  my 
despatch  of  22nd  September,  1869,  with  reference  to  Fang^Ken-pd 
(Von  Qumpach)  who  was  long  since  engaged  by  me  in  behalf  of 
the  Yamen  as  a  Professor  in  the  Tung-werirKwan  (lit.,  Government 
School  of  Languages)  explaining  that,  in  consequence  of  my  having 
refused  his  request  to  raise  a  raised  terrace  (Observatory  ?)  and  to 
purchase  books,  Fang-Ken-pa  had  afterwards  steadily  declined  to 
do  any  of  the  work  that  was  allotted  to  him.  And  I  (therein) 
reported  that  he  had  said  to  me  in  June,  1868,  that '  as  there  had 
been  words  to  the  efiect  that  he  might  return  to  his  Country,  why 
perhaps  he  had  better  resign  and  do  so.'  I  now  have  to  state  that 
I  am  told  by  Tng-wei-liang  (Mr.  W.  Martin),  the  Head  of  the  Pro- 
fessors, that  Fang-Een-pa  has  not  yet  returned  home,  and  further 
that  he  holds  that  my  action  above,  in  requesting  of  the  Yamer^ 
that  his  functions  might  cease  (i.0.,  to  accept  his  resignation),  was 
without  any  agreement  or  consent  on  his  part. 

**  Since,  therefore,  the  Professor  in  question  declares  that  he  has 
not  resigned,  I  have  to  request  that  the  Yamen  will  lay  aside  my 
despatch  about  his  functions  ceasing. 

"  I  must  consult  with  the  newly-made  Head  of  the  College  as  to 
the  way  in  which  this  matter  is  to  be  settled. 

"  As  in  duty  bound,  I  write  this  for  the  information  of  the 
Yamen. 

"A  necessary  despatch,  &c.** 

This  attempt  to  reinstate  the  Eespondent  was  frustrated  by  his 
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own  hostile  proceedings.  On  the  27th  of  November,  the  Bespondent       J.  0. 
wrote  to  the  Appellant  a  Letter,  in  which  he  says : —  1872 

"Yonr  refusal  to  settle  the  differences  pending  between  ns,  ^^^ 
either  by  fair  arbitration  or  amicable  arrangement,  imposes  on  me  Oxsvpace. 
the  necessity  of  submitting  them  to  a  legal  decision.  With  this  view 
I  intend  proceeding  to  Shanghai  to-morrow,  and  I,  therefore,  request 
that  you  will  be  pleased  to  inform  the  Imperial  Groyernment  with 
both  the  occasion  for,  and  the  object  of,  my  temporary  absence 
from  the  capital." 

He  added  that  there  could  be  no  objection,  as  he  was  told  in 
1867  that  Students  would  not  be  ready  to  join  the  astronomical 
class  for  seven  or  eight  years. 

This  Letter  was  reported,  as  the  Bespondent  desired,  to  the 
Tmng-HrYamSnj  and  the  action  taken  by  them  upon  it  appears  in 
the  follo\9ing  despatch  from  that  Board  to  the  Appellant : — 

"  The  Yamen  to  Mr.  Eart^  Inspector-Greneral  of  Customs. 
*'  (No.  375.)  "  Nwmher  29, 1869. 

*'0n  the  23rd  of  November  the  Yamen  received  a  despatch 
from  the  Lispector-General,  reporting  that,  having  reference  to 
Professor  Von  ChAmpach,  who,  according  to  an  intention  formed  in 
June,  1868,  having  resigned  his  appointment,  was  to  have  gone 
home.  President  Martyn  had  stated  that  Mr.  Von  Crumpach,  still 
in  Peking f  disputes  the  Inspector-General's  report  concerning  his 
resignation.  The  Lispector-General  thereon  proceeds  to  say,  'As 
Mr.  Von  Oumpaeh  now  maintained  that  he  has  never  resigned,  the 
Yamen  is  requested  to  consider  the  despatch  reporting  him  to  have 
resigned  as  not  written.' " 

<'  Just  as  the  Yamen  was  drafting  its  reply,  another  despatch 
was  received  from  the  Lispector-General,  dated  28th  November, 
and  which  states : — 

'^The  InspectoivG^neral's  last  despatch,  requesting  the  Yamen  to 
cancel  a  former  despatch  reporting  Mr.  Von  OwnpaeVa  resignation, 
was  duly  communicated  to  Mr.  Von  Oumpaeh  by  President  Martyn, 
Professor  Von  Gfumpaeh  has  now  written  to  say  that  it  is  his  inten- 
tion to  leave  Teki/ng  on  the  28th  of  November  to  go  to  Shanghai  to 
procure  a  legal  decision  in  those  matters  wherein  he  considers  the 

Vol.  IV.  8  2  0 


456  GAHBS  IN  THE  PBIYY  GOUNGIIi.  [LE. 

J*  0.       Inspector-General's  action  wrongs  and  he  requests  that  ^the  same 
1872       may  be  reported  to  the  Tamen. 
h][^  **  On  the  28th,  Professor  Yon  Qumfodh  left  Peking. 

GuiiPACH.        '^^^  acting  thus,  and  in  leaving  without  permission,  Professor 

V(m  Oumpack  appears  to  the  Inspector-General  to  be  doing  what, 

if  allowed  to  pass  unnoticed,  may  be  harmful  to  the  interests  of  the 
Tv/ng-wen-Kwan.  The  Yamen  is,  therefore,  requested  to  consider 
the  matter,  and  issue  instructions  for  the  Inspector-General's 
guidance." 

''Haying  received  the  foregoing  report,  the  Yamen^  in  reply, has 
now  to  state  that,  in  view  of  the  action  thus  taken  by  Professor 
Von  Chunpaohf  it  is  not  fitting  that  he  should  be  any  longer  retaioed 
as  a  Professor  in  the  said  College. 

''The  Inspector^General  is  accordingly  hereby  instructed  to 
acquaint  the  President  with  the  Yamen's  decision*  and  to  intimate 
the  same  to  Mr.  Von  Oumpaeh. 

"  The  Yamen,  in  conclusion,  leaves  it  to  the  Inspector-Greneral 
to  be  guided  by  circumstances  in  deciding  whether  or  not  to 
issue  a  year's  pay  and  allowance  for  passage  home  to  Mr.  Vot^ 
Crumpach.'* 

The  decision  of  the  Tsung-U-Yamen  was  notified  to  the  Re- 
spondent on  the  80th  of  November,  and  the  correspondence 
appears  to  be  closed  by  the  two  following  letters  from  the  Appel- 
lant's Secretary,  Mr.  Campbell,  to  the  Bespondent: — 

''Shanghae,  Deeember  15, 1869. 
^Dear  Mr.  Von  Chmpach, 

"  Mr.  Eart  requests  me  to  intimate  to  you  that  the  President 
of  the  Tung-wen^Kwan  has  sanctioned  the  payment  to  you  of  salary 
for  the  period  from  the  1st  OdobeTf  1869,  to  the  88th  November, 
1869,  minus  a  sum  of  158  tads,  authorized  to  be  paid  ou  your 
account  to  Mr.  Edhins. 

"  Believe  me, 

"Tours  truly, 
"    ;     "J.D.Camjpbdl, 
"  Johs  Von  Oumpach,  Esq.,  "  Chief  Secretary. 

"&c.  &c.  &C.'' 
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"  Ingpedorate-General  of  Oustams.  J.  a 

*'Sir,  **  Shanghae,  December,  18, 1869.  1872 

"  I  am  directed  by  the  Inspector  General  of  Customs  to  acknow-       hI^ 

ledge  your  letter  of  the  17th  instant 

'M  am  to  hand  you  the  inclosed  cheque  for  176  t.  2  m.  balance 
of  pay  due  to  you  at  the  end  of  NovenJber  last 

**  And,  vith  reference  tcthe.concluding  paragraph  of  yoor  Letter, 
I  am  to  inform  you  that  the  Tsungli-Yamen  has  authorized  tht; 
Inspector-General  to  decide,  whether  or  not  a  passage  home  and  a 
money  allowance  of  one  year's  pay  shall  be  given, 
"lam, 
"Sir, 
•*  Your  obedient  Serrant^ 

"J.D.  CamfbeU. 
**Joh3.  Von  Gumpaehf  Esq.,  "  Chief  Secretary. 

"  Astor  Housef  ShanghaeJ' 

The  misrepresentations  alleged  in  the  petition  to  have  been  made 
by  the  Appellant  to  the  Taungli-Tamen  are,  "that  the  Plaintiff 
had  asked  to  be  relieved  from  his  duties,  and  declined  to  perform 
them ;  and  that  he  had  absented  himself  from  Peking  at  a  time 
when  his  active  services  might  be  required  at  the  College.** 

The  proof  that  representations  were  made  to  the  Tsungli-Yamen 
in  the  terms  alleged  is  not  at  all  clear,  particularly  as  to  the  part 
relating  to  the  active  services  of  the  Bespondent.  But  it  is  not 
necessary  to  examine  minutely  this  proof  in  considering  the  grounds 
of  objection  to  the  direction  of  the  Judge,  which  are  stated  in  the 
rule  for  a  new  trial. 

The  direction,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  ntiisrepresentations,  was 
as  follows : — 

"The  second  issue  was,  whether  Mr.  Eart,  by  misrepresenting 
that  the  Baron  (the  Plaintiff)  was  absent  from  Peking  when  he  was 
wanted,  made  a  false  statement,  and  did  the  Chinese  Government 
dismiss  him  in  consequence.  It  was  a  thing  specially  for  the  jury 
to  consider,  whether  the  representations  were  warranted  by  facts." 

This  is  the  whole  of  the  summing-up  on  this  issue  (except  as  to 
damages),  and  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  it  is  clearly 
defective  and  erroneous.    They  thin^  in  the  lowest  view  that  can 
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J.O.        be  taken  of  the  relations  of  these  Gentlemen  to  the  Imperial 

1872        Goyernment,  and  to  each  other,  that  the  representations  made  by 

TTAttT       the  Inspector-General  were  privileged  oommnnications  in  the 

GmoACH     or^i^^^ry  sense  in  which  those  words  are  understood ;  that  is  to  say, 

communications  so  far  justified  by  the  occasion  on  which  they  are 

made,  that  the  inference  of  malice  which  prima  faeie  arises  from 
defamatory  statements  is  rebutted,  and  the  burden  of  proving 
express  malice  thrown  on  the  Plaintiff. 

The  Appellant  was  entrusted  by  the  Government  with  the  general 
superintendence  of  the  College  and  its  Professors,  and  it  was  hia 
duty  to  make  reports  to  the  T8tmff4i'TamSn  upon  matters  relating 
to  its  management  and  welfare.  The  resignation  of  a  Professor, 
his  absence  from  Peking^  and  any  avowed  disinclination  or  refusal 
to  perform  the  duties  for  which  he  was  engaged,  were  matters 
which  it  would  be  within  his  province  to  report.  Beports  so  made, 
although  defSstmatory,  are  pr%m&  fcuois  justifiable,  and  the  daty  of 
making  them  rebuts  the  malice  which  the  law  implies,  and  renders 
proof  of  actual  malice,  that  is,  of  some  wrong  and  improper  motive, 
necessary  to  the  maintenance  of  an  action. 

It  was  not  denied  on  the  part  of  the  Respondent  that  this  quali- 
fied privilege  attached  to  the  communications  made  by  the  Appel- 
lant to  the  Yamin^  but  it  was  contended  that  the  question  was  not 
properly  raised  by  the  form  of  the  issues ;  and,  further,  that  actual 
malice  must  be  taken  to  have  been  found  by  the  jury.  The 
Supreme  Court  appear  to  have  adopted  this  contention  in  dis- 
charging the  rule  for  a  new  trial. 
,  But  in  the  view  taken  by  their  Lordships,  the  question  of  privi- 

lege was  substantially  involved  in  the  issues  to  be  tried.  In 
technical  strictness,  perhaps,  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  alleged 
that  the  representations  were  malicious,  but  it  may  be  taken,  in 
-substance,  to  be  so  alleged  in  the  averment  that  the  representations 
were  wilfully  false.  If,  however,  this  be  assumed  in  the  Plaintiff's 
favour,  it  follows  that  the  proof  must  be  the  same  on  a  traverse  of 
that  allegation  as  if  malice  had  been  expressly  averred. 

The  Judge  ought,  therefore,  to  have  explained  to  the  jury  the 
relation  and  position  of  the  parties,  and  (assuming  for  the  present 
the  existence  of  a  limited  privilege  only)  he  should  have  told  them 
that  the  action  would  not  lie  if  the  statements  were  made  honestly, 
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and  ia  a  belief  of  their  truth,  and  that  the  burden  was  on  the       J.O. 
Plamtiff  to  prove  they  were  not  so  made.  1872 

No  such  explanation,  however,  was  given.     The  Judge  only       hIbt 
asked  the  jury,  whether  the  Appellant  had  made  false  statements,    q^^q^ 
and  whether  the  representations  were  warranted  by  facts.    The       — 
last  question  is  clearly  misleading.    In  cases  of  this  kind,  the 
question  is  not  as  upon  a  plea  of  the  truth  of  the  libel,  whether 
the  representations  are  true,  or  warranted  by  facts ;  but  whether, 
although  they  may  not  be  true,  the  Defendant    might  have 
honestly  believed  them  to  be  so,  and  made  them,  without  malice, 
in  the  discharge  of  his  duty. 

The  material  word  "  wilfully,*'  which  might  have  opened  the 
minds  of  the  jury,  although,  without  explanation,  imperfectly,  to 
the  real  issue,  was  omitted  altogether  from  the  question.  The 
Supreme  Court,  in  supporting  the  direction,  say  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  ask  the  jury  whether  the  representations  were  **  wilfully  " 
false,  because  they  had  the  paragraphs  before  them  which  dis- 
tinctly charged  the  Defendant  with  making  wilfully  false  state- 
ments.  Their  Lordships  cannot  concur  in  this  opinion  and  relieve 
the  summing-up  from  the  objection  made  to  it  on  this  ground. 

The  consideration  of  the  Judge's  direction  by  their  Lordships 
has  hitherto  proceeded  on  the  assumption  that  there  was  evidence 
proper  to  be  left  to  the  jury,  and  on  that  assumption  it  appears  to 
them  to  be  wrong;  but,  on  reviewing  the  proof  offered  at  the  trial, 
they  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  no  evidence  of 
malice  to  sustain  the  action. 

Their  Lordships  have  carefully  gone  through  the  evidence  and 
correspondence,  and  have  not  found  any  acts  or  expressions  of  the 
Inspector-General  which  indicate  bad,  or  even  unfriendly  feeling 
towards  the  Sespondent;  on  the  contrary,  he  appeaes  to  have 
given  consideration  to  his  complaints  and  remonstrances,  explained 
to  him,  from  time  to  time,  the  difficulties  attending  the  formation 
of  the  School  of  Astronomy,  and  shewn  a  desire  to  mitigate  the 
disappointment  occasioned  by  the  delay.  When  the  Bespondent 
expressed  a  wish  to  return  to  Europe,  the  Appellant  did  not  press 
him  to  do  so,  but  appears  to  have  been  willing  ieither  to  retain 
him  as  a  Professor,  and  provide  some  employment  for  him  in  the 
CoUege,  or  to  accept  his  resignation  and  facilitate  his  return  to 
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J.  C.  England,  offering,  in  the  latter  case,  allowances  which  shew  that 
1872  he  was  not  dealing  with  him  in  a  harsh  or  unfriendly  manner.  It 
Habt  18  to  be  observed,  that  the  Eeqwndent  himself,  in  his  evidence  at 
GuMPACH  ^^®  *"*^»  ^^^  ^^*  suggest  that  any  unfriendly  feeling  existed  or 
—  was  shewn  to  him.  On  the  contrary,  he  says:  **I  believe  Mr. 
Eart  had  the  best  intention  to  carry  out  the  schemes  proposed." 

It  was  contended  that  the  representations  themselves  supply 
evidence  of  malica  It  is  no  doubt  true  that  malice  may  in  some 
cases  be  inferred  from  the  defamatory  statements  themselves ;  bat 
where  representations,  if  hondfde,  are  privileged  by  the  occasion 
on  which  they  are  made,  the  mere  circumstance  that  they  are 
defamatory  does  not  furnish  that  proof: — it  must  be  shewn,  either 
from  the  nature  of  the  language  employed,  or  by  extrinsic  evi- 
dence, that  they  were  prompted  by  bad  feeling  or  wrong  motives, 
and  it  is  not  sufficient  in  such  cases  that  the  representations  are 
consistent  with  the  existence  of  malice,  they  must  be  inconsistent 
with  lona  fides  and  honesty  of  purpose.  (The  cases  on  this  point 
were  cited  and  their  authority  recognised  by  this  Board  in 
Laughion  v.  The  Bishop  of  Sodor  and  Man  (1).) 

The  representations  in  this  case  afford  no  intrinsic  evidence  of 
malice.  They  relate  only  to  the  conduct  of  the  Bespondent  as  a 
Professor  of  the  College,  and  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  Appellant 
to  make  them  to  the  Tsunff-U-Tamen,  if  they  were  true,  or  he 
believed  them  to  be  so.  But  it  is  said  the  evidence  proves  they  were 
untrue  in  fact.  Their  Lordships  are  by  no  means  satisfied  that  it 
does,  on  the  contrary,  there  is  much  which  leaves  the  impression, 
if  that  had  been  the  question,  that  the  Bespondent  had  really 
resigned  his  appointment. 

With  regard  to  the  statement  respecting  the  Bespondenfs 
absence  from  Peking,  their  Lordships  have  been  unable  to  find 
the  evidence  of  what  the  exact  representation  was.  If  it  related 
to  his  going  to  Shanghai,  there  was  foundation  for  it. 

Undoubtedly^  however,  if  the  truth  pf  the  statements  had  been, 
the  issue  to  be  tried,  it  would  have  been  proper  to  leave  the  evi- 
dence to  the  jury ;  but  that,  as  already  observed,  is  not  the  issue. 
The  question  is,  whether  the  statements  are  so  groundless  that 
•  they  afford  evidence  that  the  Appellant  knew  and  believed  they 

(J.)  Post,  p.  495, 
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were  untrae^  and  acted  from  malicious  xnotiyes  in  making  them.        J«0. 
Their  Lordships  think  that  the  Appellant  might  have  honestly        1873 
believed  he  was  reporting  what  was  substantially  true,  and  that       Hasp 
there  is  no  evidence  from  which  it  can  be  reasonably  inferred  that    Qu^j^^g^ 
he  was  acting  otherwise  than  in  the  lona  fide  discharge  of  what  he       ""• 
conceived  to  be  his  duty.    Bat  it  is  enough  to  say  that  it  is  con- 
sistent with  the  evidence  that  such  were  his  belief  and  motives,  in 
the  absence  of  any  proof  that  he  really  entertained  hostile  or 
unfriendly  feeling  towards  the  Bespondent.    The  Bespondent, 
therefore,  failed  to  sustain  the  burden,  thrown  upon  him  by  the 
law,  of  proving  actual  malice. 

Having  come  to  the  above  conclusions,  it  is  almost  unnecessary 
for  their  Lordships  to  say  that,  if  the  only  question  on  the  rule 
had  been,  whether  the  verdict  was  against  the  evidence,  they  must 
on  that  ground  have  directed  a  new  trial.  They  now  advert  to 
this  part  of  the  rule,  chiefly  because  the  Court  in  their  judg- 
ment seem  disposed  to  renounce  the  exercise  of  the  power  to  grant 
new  trials  in  cases  of  verdicts  against  evidence,  except  where  they 
are  *'  evidently  perverse.**  The  Judges  refer  to  the  possible  inoon-« 
venience  of  a  single  Judge  having  to  exercise  it.  Their  Lordships 
think  the  Court  ought  not  thus  to  limit  their  discretion.  Vn^ 
doubtedly,  whether  the  Court  is  composed  of  a  single  Judge,  or 
many,  the  verdicts  of  juries  should  not  be  disturbed,  unless  the 
Court  can  come  to  a  clear  conclusion,  on  definite  grounds,  that 
they  are  wrcmg.  But  when  this  conclusion  is  arrived  at,  it  would 
be  the  duty  of  the  Court,  in  many  cases,  to  act  upon  its-  own 
opinion.  The  Judges  below  may,  perhaps,  have  intended  to  allow 
a  wider  meaning  to  the  terms  ''  perverse  verdicts  "  than  is  com- 
monly given  to  them,  but  if  the  rule  apparently  laid  down  by 
their  judgment  should  be  really  acted  on,  verdicts  founded  on 
mistake  or  prejudice  would  be,  in  effect,  irreversible. 

Their  Lordships  now  come  to  tixe  consideration  of'  the  22nd  and 
34th  paragraphs  of  the  answer,  which  were  ordered  to  be  struck 
out  on  demurrer.  i      .  .       • 

The.  22nd  paragraph  alleges,  in  substance,  that  the  AppeUant 
and  Bespondent  were  in  the  emplbyment  of  the  Chinese  Govern*^ 
ment,  and  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Appellant  to  report  to  the  ^ 
TamSf^  upon  the  conduct  of  the  Professors  of  the  College,  and  that» 
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J.  0.        in  the  exercise  of  such  duty,  and  as  an  act  of  duty,  and  not  other- 

1872        wise,  he  made  the  representation  complained  of. 

h][^  The  24th  paragraph  is  to  the  effect^  that  it  was  the  Bespondent's 

Qtjmpacb.    ^^^Jf  ^y  virtue  of  his  employment  by  the  Chinese  GrOTemmenty 

to  superintend  the  affairs  of  the  College,  and  the  Foreigners 

connected  therewith,  and  to  make  such  representations  and 
reports  as  to  him  in  his  discretion  should  seem  fit  in  the  premises 
(not  alleging  to  whom),  and  that  the  representations  complained 
of  were  made  in  the  exercise  of  his  lawful  authority,  and  of  his 
duty  as  a  servant  of  the  Chinese  Ooyemment,  and  in  pursuanoe 
of  no  other  object. 

These  paragraphs,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  state  relevant 
facts  to  raise  the  issue  that  the  reports  were,  from  the  relation  of 
the  parties  to  the  Chinese  Government,  privileged  in  the  limited 
sense  before  explained.  The  Court  below  struck  them  out,  on  the 
the  ground  that  they  must  be  taken  to  admit  that  the  reports 
were  wilfully  fidse  and,  by  implication,  malicious.  This  is  not 
clear  upon  the  construction  of  the  paragraphs  themselves ;  baf^ 
looking  at  them  with  reference  to  the  Bules  which  regulate  the 
nature  and  form  of  pleading  in  the  Court  below,  their  Lordships 
think  that  the  Order  to  strike  them  out  ought  not  to  have  been 
made.  According  to  these  Bules,  pleadings  are  to  be  in  the  form 
of  petitions  and  answers.  The  petition  is  to  contain  a  narrative 
of  the  facts  relied  on,  divided  into  paragraph&  The  answer  is 
to  shew  the  nature  of  the  defence ;  it  must  deny  the  material 
allegations  intended  to  be^questioned,  and  allege  **  any  matter  of 
fact  not  stated  in  the  petition  on  which  the  Defendant  reUes.' 
This  is  not  analogous  to  the  English  system  of  pleading  in  the 
Courts  of  Common  Law,  where,  in  general,  each  plea  is  separately 
regarded,  and  must  famish  a  complete  answer  ind^^ndently  of 
all  other  pleas  on  the  Becord.  The  paragraphs  of  an  answer  are 
not  in  the  nature  of  such  separate  pleas,  and,  unless  where  clearly 
so  intended,  should  not  be  so  treated.  Cases  may  obviously  occur 
where  justice  would  not  be  done  unless  the  paragraphs  of  an 
answer  were  read  together.  In  this  case  the  Appellant,  in  one 
part  of  bis  answer,  denies  that  the  representations  were  wilful  and 
,  false,  and  ^in  the  paragraphs  in  question  alleges  facts,  shewing 
under  what  circumstances  they  were  made.    Their  Lordships  con- 
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sider  that  both  parts  of  the  answer  should  haye  been  allowed  to       J.  0, 
remain  on  the  Becord;  and  that,  if  necessary  to  do  so,  in  order  to       18^ 
asoertaiix  the  questions  to  be  tried,  the  Court  should  have  settled      Hast 
the  issues  under  Bule  58  of  the  Sules  relating  to  the  practice  of   qxji^ag&* 
the  Oourt.     If  this  course  had  been  foUowedi  the  miscarriage       ^~" 
which  occurred  at  the  trial  would  probably  hare  been  avoided. 
On  the  ground,  therefore,  that  these  paragraphs  of  the  answer  allege 
matters  relevant  to  the  defence,  their  Lordships  think  that  the 
order  for  striking  them  out  ought  to  be  set  aside  and  the  para- 
graphs restored  to  the  Becord. 

The  opinion  expressed  by  their  Lordships  upon  the  point 
hitherto  discussed  is  sufficient  to  dispose  of  both  the  rule  and 
the  demurrer,  in  £GiTour  of  the  Appellant.  But  it  was  contended 
on  his  behalf  that  he  was  entitled  to  judgment  on  the  demurrer, 
not  merely  on  the  ground  of  the  limited  privilege  above  ex« 
plained,  but  on  the  higher  ground  that  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
answer  were  sufficient  to  establish  an  absolute  privilege^  pre- 
cluding an  inquiry  by  an  English  Oourt  of  Law,  or  at  least  by  the 
Queen's  Ciourt  established  in  CMna^  into  any  report^  however 
wilfully  fSalse,  and  maiicious,  made  under  colour  of  his  office  by 
the  Appellant  to  the  TmngAi-Yamenf  concerning  the  Bespondent 
as  a  professor  of  the  Oollege. 

Their  Lordships  however  think  that  the  answer  does  not 
contain  sufficient  &cts  to  enable  them  to  give  judgment  for  the 
Appellant  on  this  ground. 

It  was  argued  that  what  had  been  done  was  an  act  of  State,  and, 
therefore,  beyond  the  cognisance  of  a  Municipal  Ciourt.  But  the 
wrong  complained  of  is  not  an  executive  act  of  the  Chinese 
Government,  nor  of  the  AppeUant  as  its  Agenl  The  action  is 
founded  not  on  the  dismissal  of  the  Bespondent  from  his  post, 
but  on  aU^ed  false  and  wrongful  representations  which  are  said 
to  have  led  to  it.  If  the  power  to  dismiss  had  been  delegated  by 
the  Chinese  Government  to  the  AppeUant,  and  he  had,  from 
whatever  motives,  discharged  the  Bespondent  by  virtue  of  that 
authority,  it  may  be  that  his  act  should  be  regarded  as  an  act  of 
the  Government.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the  sup* 
posed  case,  or  the  principles  which  determine  the  effect  of  the 
actrof  Sovereign  powers,  and  their  Agents,  since  the  wrong  com« 
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X  C.  plained  of  does  not  in  their  Lordabips'  \xew  &11  mthin  that 
1872  category.  The  dismissal  in  thia  case  was  the  act  of  the  Tsung^u 
^^fjf       Tamen,  and  the  legality  of  their  act  is  not  in  any  way  impugned. 

A  farther  contention  on  this  part  pf  the  case  was,  that  questions 
of  thia  kind  arising  between  Officers  in  the  service  of  a  Foreign 
Government  ought  not  to  be  entertained  by  an  English.  Gonrt, 
although  the  litigants  might  be  English  subjecta  It  was  urged 
that  it  would  be  against  public  pplicy  and  the  comity  of  nations  to 
allow  of  such  inquiries. 

This  contention  opens  a  question  of  great  importance;  bat 
their  Lordships  think  that^  in  the  pisesent  case,  the  facta  stated  in 
the  answer  are  insufficient  to  taise  it. 

By  the  law  oi  England,  actions  for  libel,  and  other  personal 
wrongs  arising  in  Fove^  Countries,  may  be  brought  In  an  English 
Court;  and  any  special  circumstances:  which  preclude  the  Conrt 
from  entertaining  them  should  be  shewn  (see  Modynk  v.  Vabn- 
goB  (I),  and  the  Notes  to  that  case  in  1  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  p.  623 
[6th  Ed.],  and  8coU  v.  Lard  Sqfmour  (2). 

Now,  the  answer  does,  not  state  what  are  the  laws  and  customs 
of  China  with  reference  to  reports  of  this  kind,  nor  whether  anr 
protection  is  allowed,  to  the  officers  making  them,  nor  what 
specific  privileges  were  accorded  to  the  Appellant  as  a  servant  of 
the  Chinese  Government  It  do^s  not  allege  that,  he  was  a 
Minister,  with  the  duty  of  advisiog  )0n  affairs  of  State,  or  even 
that  his  reports  were  confidential,  or  that  it  ia  contrary  to  the  lav 
or  policy  pf  Cbinay  or  the  usagea  of  the  aervice,  to  allow  a 
siibordipate  Offieer»  if  maliciously  defamed,  to  seek  xedress  inihe 
Courts^ 

It  was  admitted  that  the  present,  case  was  one  of  the  fimt  im- 
pression, and  no.  decision,. could  be  found  which  governs  it.  The 
^mmu^ity  accorded  tp  Judges,  Counsel^  and  others-engaged  in  the 
administration,  of  juj^tice,  against  actions. for  atatements  made,  in 
the  cQur^e  of  dujty,  and,  ,the  recent  caae>ii^  Itavkim  r.  L^ri 
Paviet  <3),  in  which  the  aame  protectio?^  was  extended  to  reports 
made  by  Si, military  officer  for  ..the  information  of  the.  Com^ 
mander-in-Chiel^.weire  referred  to, .« The  immunity  in  these  cases 

i  (1)  Cowp.  lei.  (2)  1  H.  &  C.  21d.    ''  > 

,    ..     ../  .  i  (3)  Law.Rep.6Q.B.94.  .  ,       . 
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rests  upon  groands  of  public  policy  and  oonyenience  :  the  object        J.  0. 
beiog  to  secure  the  free  and   fearliess   discharge  of  high  public       1872 
duty  in  the  administration  of  justice,  land  the  maintenance  of      hart 
military  discipline,  on  which  the  welfare  and  the  safety  of  the    q^j^qh. 
State  depend.  — 

The  principle  of  this  rule  may  be  capable  of  application  to 
cases  other  than  those  ali^dy  brought  within  it,  but  it  does  not' 
seem  apposite  to  the  circumstances  of  the  present. 

Considerations  of  public  policyiarisey  if  at  all,  in  this  case  upon 
the  suggestion  that  it  is  contrary  to  the  comity  of  nations,  and> 
tberefore  against  the  public  interests  of  this  country,  to  entertain 
a  snit  involving  an  inquiry  inte  Reports  made  by  an  oiScer  in  the 
sernce  of  a  foreign  State  to  the  Gk>7emment  of  that  State. 

Their  Lordships  are  not  prepared  to  say,  that 'cases  may  not 
occur  in  ^yhich  effect  shoiild  be  given  to  these  considerations.  If 
it  were  shewn,  that  by  the  law  and  customs  of  Ohina  officers  in: 
the  service  of  the  Government  were  absolntely  protected  in. 
making  Beports  concerning  their  subordinates,  and  that  it  was 
against  the  policy  of  the  Empire  to  allow  tbem  to  be  questioned* 
by  any  Court,  it  might  be  proper  to  hold  that  it  would  be  contrary 
to  the  comity  of  nations,  and,  therelbre,  against  our  own  public* 
policy,  having  regard  to  this  comity,  to  allow  a  subject  of  the. 
Qaeen,  who  had  volnnlarily  entered  isto  that  service,  to  maintain) 
sach  an  action  as  the  present.  But  this  is  not  shewn ;  «md  if  the 
law  and  customs  of  China  should  be  "otherwise,  and  it  is  not  the 
policy  of  that  Empire  to  prevent  redress  for  a  wrong  inflicted 
under  the  colour  of  official  reports^  in  the  case  of  such  a  servant 
as  the  Appellant  appears  to  be,  then  it  may  well  be.that  nothing 
would  be  found  in  Englijah  public  policy. to. preclude  the  Queen's 
Courts  from  entertaining  the  action  between  her  own  subjects,  f 

It  was  then  insisted  that,  if  the  Queen's  Courts  in*  Enghmd 
might  entertain  the  aeti(m,  it  would  stHl  be  leo&trary  to  the  spirit- 
of  the Treaj^y  of  ZVe^ifam,  which  authorised  the Q^leen  toealablish 
Courts  of  Justice  m  Ohina,  that'  her  Court  so  established  nhould 
take  cognizance  oi  it.  Their  Lordships  are  unable  to  find  m  Oxe 
Treaty  sufficient  ^grounds' for  this  contention*   V  .:  ^.      .    i  < 

By  Article  XY.,  **  All  questions  in  regard < to. rights^  whether  of 
pToporty  or.pexiBons,  arisiDg  between  Bcitisht . subjects,  shall  ;be; 
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J. a       subject  to  the  jarifidiction  of  the  British  authorities;''  and  the 

1872       effect  of  the  Order  of  the  Queeu  in  Couucil  establishing  the 

Hakt       Supreme  Oourty  and  declaring  its  powers  and  jurisdiction,  is,  that 

QwAGE.    ^^  ^^  ^^  Epgland,  as  between  British  subjects,  shall  be  admioia- 

*—       tered  in  it.    Their  Lordships,  therefore,  are  unable  to  declare  that 

the  same  principles  of  law  shall  not  be  applied  to  the  decision  of 

the  action  in  the  Court  below,  which  would  have  governed  it^  if 

brought  in  the  Queen's  Courts  in  Enpland  ;  especially  when  no  act 

of  the  Chinese  Ooyemment  is  impugned,  and  no  law  or  custom  of 

China  is,  for  anything  which  appears,  yiolated. 

In  case  the  action  should  again  be  taken  to  trial  (which  their 
Lordships  cannot  anticipate  will  happen)  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the 
Judge  to  rule  that  the  reports  were  privileged  in  the  limited  sense 
above  explained,  and  that  the  action  cannot  be  maintained  without 
proof  of  express  malice ;  and,  if  the  same  evidence  only  is  given, 
to  direct  a  yerdict  for  the  Defendant,  on  the  ground  that  it  does 
not  afford  such  proof. 

Their  Lordships  desire  also  to  point  out  that,  in  their  view,  the 
evidence  fsdls  to  connect  the  dismissal  with  the  alleged  false  repre- 
sentations. The  first  of  them,  relating  to  the  Bespondent's  wish 
to  be  relieved  from  his  duties,  and  declining  to  perform  them,  was 
made  long  before,  and  there  is  really  no  proof  that  it  led  to  the 
dismissal,  which  proceeded  on  the  fact  that  the  Bespondent  had 
gone  to  Shanghai  without  permission  for  the  puipoee  of  taking 
legal  proceedings.  It  was  ''  in  view  of  the  action  thus  taken  by 
the  Professor,"  to  use  the  words  of  their  despatch,  that  the  Tsung-H- 
YamSn  decided  ''  it  is  not  fitting  that  he  should  be  any  longer  re- 
tained as  a  Professor  of  the  College."  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  it 
was  not  at  all  likely  he  would  be  retained  after  he  had  taken  this 
hostile  step. 

It  only  remains  to  consider  the  money  demand.  It  appears  that 
the  Chinese  Government  were  willing  to  pay  176  tads  to  the 
Bespondent,  as  the  balance  of  his  salary  to  November,  1869,  and 
a  cheque  was  sent  to  him  by  Mr.  Campbell  for  that  amount  in  the 
letter  of  the  18th  of  December,  1869.  It  does  not  clearly  appear 
on  whom  it  was  drawn.  It  was  suggested  that  the  fund  out  of 
which  it  was  payable  was  in  the  hands  of  the  Bankers  of  the 
Government^  and  that  the  cheque  was  not  paid  owing  to  the 
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refosal  of  the  Bespondent  to  give  the  receipt  required  of  him ;  J.  a 
bat,  however  this  may  be,  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  Appellant  1872 
had  received  the  money,  and  held  it,  as  the  Agent  of  the  Bespon-  habt 
dent. 

This  point  was  not  raised  by  the  rule  for  a  new  trial ;  bnt  that 
is  not  now  material,  for,  the  role  being  made  absolute,  the  entire 
verdict  will  be  set  aside.  Their  Lordships  think  it  right  to  state 
that,  in  their  opinion,  no  evidence  whatever  appears  to  support 
this  claim.  They  think  also,  the  23rd  paragraph  of  the  answer, 
which  alleges  that  the  money  was  entrusted  to  the  Appellant  as 
the  servant  of  the  Government  to  be  disposed  of  at  his  discretion, 
is  a  clear  answer  to  the  demand,  as  it  negatives  that  the  Appellant 
held  the  money  as  the  Bespondent's  agent  or  to  his  use.  The 
paragraph,  therefore,  ought  not  to  have  been  struck  out  on 
demurrer. 

In  the  result,  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
to  direct  that  the  Order  made  upon  the  demurrer  ought  to  be 
reversed,  and  that  the  demurrer  ought  to  be  disallowed  with  costs ; 
and  also  that  the  Order  discharging  the  rule  nid  to  set  aside  the 
Terdict  should  be  reversed,  and  that  in  lieu  thereof  it  should  be 
ordered  that  the  verdict  be  set  aside,  and,  if  the  parties  so  desire, 
that  there  be  a  new  trial  of  the  cause. 

The  Bespondent  must  pay  the  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Murray  6b  Euiehim. 
Proctors  and  Attorneys  for  the  Bespondent :  Brooks  dt  Co. 
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j.C.»      DAME    MABIE     LOUISE    HERSE,    alias 
1872  L0UIS;E     HERSE,    Wife     op     ANDRE 

Nav7zs,9.      ZEPHIRIN  GROTHi;  and  GROTH^] 

JOSEPH  DUFAUX,  Junior,  alias  JOSEPH 
MARIE  DUFAUX,  MARGUERITE  DU- 
FAUX, WIFE  OP  JOSEPH  CLET  ROBIL- 


Appellants; 
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LARD,  AND  ROBILLARD 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR  LO\VER 

CANADA. 

Law  qf  Lower  Canada — Deed  of  dmatwn  inter  vivas — Gift  by  Father  io  Son 
— Law  qf  subBtitution — Beritiei^ — Droit  de  retour-^CivU  Code  of  Lower 
Canada  in  respect  to  gifts  inter  vivos, 

P.  H,,  in  1825,  by  a  notarial  instrument,  in  the  nature  of  a  Deed  of  doDS- 
tion  inter  vivos^  gave  bis  Son,  J,  R,  a  certain  piece  of  land,  reserving  the 
usafructto  bimself  for  life,  with  remainder  to/.  R,  for  life  (both  life  interests 
being  expressed  to  be  *'  tf  Hire  de  constitut  et  pricaire  sa  vie  durante  ") ;  and 
after  J,  R,^s  death,  to  his  children  bom  in  lawful  wedlock ;  in  default  of  such 
**lapropri^ti  demeurera  et  appartiendra  aux  autres  Mritiers  du  ditdona- 
teur  qui  eri  jouiront  et  dispoteront  conformement  h  ce  qu*il  en  aura  dispose 
et  ordonnS  par  son  Testament  et  ordotinance  de  demihre  voionte,"  By  a  'Will  of 
previous  date,  confirmed  by  a  Codicil  made  after  the  date  of  the  Deed  of  dona- 
tion, P.  a,  gave  to  hia  Son,  J,  B,,  the  enjoyment  and  usufruct  during  his 
life  of  all  the  property,  moveable  or  immoveable^  which  he  P.  R.  should 
have  at  his  death,  the  absolute  interest  in  such  property  to  pass  at  the  death 
of  J.  R.  to  his  children  born  in  wedlock,  with  power  in  default  of  such 
children  to  J,  R.  to.  dispose  of  such  property  at  his  discretion,  and  without 
being  bound  to  follow  any  rule  of  equality  or  proportion,  among  the  Testator 
P.  RJs  Grandchildren,  who  were  to  be  content  with  the  share  to  be  assigned 
them.  J,  R.  died  without  children,  and  by  his  Will  bequeathed,  with  other 
property,  some  of  the  land  comprised  in  the  Deed  of  donation  by  P.  B.  in 
his  favour,  to  two  only  of  the  Crrandchildren  of  P,  P. 

In  a  suit  by  another  of  P.  P.'s  Grandchildren,  claiming  a  portion  of  such 
land  as  heir  by  substitution  under  the  terms  of  the  Deed : — Beldj  by  the 
Judicial  Committee,  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
of  Lower  Canada^  that  notwithstanding  the  words  "  a  titre  de  oonstiCut  it 


*  Present  ;^SiR  Jambs   Williah   CoiiYilr,   Sib   Ba&xi-b   Pi- acock,  Si^ 
MoKTAQUB  Edwasd  Smixb,  and  Sis  Robxbt  Pobbbtt  Collikb, 
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prioatre  kl  vie  durante  **  in  the  Deed  of  donation,  J,  B.  became  nnder  it  the         J,  c 
institute,  (^''^i'^})  with  a  subetitution  in  favour  of  his  own  children,  and  that         .g.„ 
the  term  **  autrea  hMtiers  "  operated  only  in  the  event  of  J.  R^  having  no        w.«w 
children,  as  a  retowr  to  the  Donor,  and  made  the  property  capable  of  passing       Hbbsh 
by  his  Will,  as  also  by  the  Will  of  his  Son,  J".  jB.  Dotaux. 

Exposition  of  the  Civil  Code  of  lA^wtr  Canada^  with  regard  to  gifts  inter         _ 
VIVOS,  with  reference  to  the  text  Writers  on  the  ancient  law  of  France  and 
the  Code  Napoleon. 

The  Statute  kw  of  Lower  Canada  has  engrafted  on  the  old  French  law  an 
unlimited  power  of  disposition  by  Will* 

The  word  **  Eiritiers  "  has  there  acquired  a  signification,  wider  than,  and 
differing  from,  that  which  it  would  obtain  in  France, 

By  a  Deed  of  gift  tnier  vwoi,  dated  the  2l8t  of  May,  1825, 
made  and  execated  at  Montreal  before  Notaries,  Pierre  Bay  (de- 
ceaaed)  declared  and  acknowledged,  that  in  consideration  of  the 
good  and  essential  services  which  his  Son,  Joseph  Boy  (also  deceased) 
bad  rendered  to  him,  he  made  gift  and  donation  to  bis  Son,  being 
present,  and  accepting  for  himself  his  heirs  and  representatives  in 
future,  a  piece  of  land  situate  in  the  Faubourg  St  Laurent^  in  the 
City  of  Montreal,  with  six  Houses  and  other  buildings  thereon, 
to  be  enjoyed,  used,  dealt  with,  and  disposed  of  by  Joe^h  Boy 
'^d  Hire  de  eondUut  et  prieaire*'  during  his  life,  the  enjoyment 
to  commence  only  at  the  decease  of  the  Donor,  who  reserved 
the  enjoyment  and  profit  of  such  piece  of  land  during  his  life 
**  a  iiire  de  constUui  et  prieaire  "  only,  and  that  after  the  decease  of 
Joteph  Boy  the  ownership  of  the  piece  of  land  should  remain  to 
his  children  bom  in  lawful  wedlock,  and  in  default  of  children 
bom  in  lawful  wedlock  of  Joseph  Boy,  **la  preprints  demeurera 
H  appartiendra  aux  auires  hSretiers  du  dit  donateur  qui  en 
jouironi  et  disposeront  confomUment  a  ce  qiiU  aura  disposS  et 
ordonnS  par  son  Testament  d  ordonnanee  de  demiere  volonld,**  it 
being  understood  nevertheless  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  Joseph 
Boy  to  ooostmct  and  erect  on  the  piece  of  land  or  part  of  tiie 
same  one  or  more  Houses  in  stone  or  in  wood,  and  of  such  dimen* 
fiions  as  be  should  think  fit,  and  to  take  and  occupy  for  each  House 
that  he  should  choose  so  to  build  a  piece  of  land  and  building  site 
of  40  feet  frontage  by  90  feet  deep,  which  he  should  be  bound 
to  indose  at  his  sole  cost  and  charge  with  fences  of  planks  or 
stakes  of  the  height  of  10  feet  above  the  ground,  and  each  and 
every  piece  of  ground  which  Joseph  Boy  should  choose  so  to  take 
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J.  0.       for  building  on  as  aforesaid,  shonld  belong  to  him  in  absolute 

1872       ownership,  with  power  to  dispose  of  it  by  act  inter  vivos  or  by  his 

TO^^      last  Will,  according  to  his  pleasure,  provided  that  he  did  not 

sell  or  alien  the  lots  of  land  during  the  life  of  the  donor.    This 

Deed  was  duly  read,  published,  and  registered. 

The  questions  raised  on  this  appeal  were,  firsts  as  to  the  yalidity 
and  effect  of  the  above  recited  passage  in  the  Deed  of  gift,  and 
secondly,  whether  the  Bespondents,  who  claimed  to  be  entitled  under 
the  Wills  of  Pierre  Boy  and  Joseph  Boy,  were  entitled  to  the  entirety 
of  so  much  of  the  piece  of  land  as  was  not  built  upon  and  appro- 
priated by  Joseph  Boy^  under  the  power  in  that  behalf  contained 
in  the  Deed  of  gift,  or  whether  the  Appellant,  Marie  Louise  Eem^ 
as  one  of  the  co-heirs  of  Pierre  Boy,  was  entitled  to  claim  from 
the  Bespondents  one  moiety  of  such  piece  of  land. 

Pierre  Boy,  the  Donor  in  the  Deed  of  gift,  previously  to  the  date 
and  execution  of  the  above  Deed,  namely,  on  the  15th  of  December, 
1821|  made  his  Will,  whereby  he  gaye  and  bequeathed  to  his 
Son,  Joseph  Boy,  the  enjoyment  and  income  during  his  life  of  all  the 
property  moveable  and  immoveable  which  he  the  Testator  should 
leave  at  his  decease,  so  that  the  ownership. should  remain  to  the 
children  bom  or  to  be  bom  in  lawful  wedlock  of  Joseph  Roy,  and 
in  case  he  should  not  have  children  bom  in  lawful  wedlock,  he 
should  have  power  to  dispose  of  the  ownership  of  the  property 
as  well  moveable  as  immoveable,  according  to  his  pmdenoe  and 
discretion,  without  being  bound  to  follow  any  law  of  equity  or  of 
proportion  amongst  the  Grandchildren  of  the  Testator,  who  shonld 
be  bound  to  be  satisfied  with  the  portion  which  should  be  allotted 
to  them  by  Joseph  Boy  their  Uncle* 

Pierre  Boy,  the  Donor,  after  the  date  of  the  Deed  of  gift  made 
a  Codicil  to  his  Will,  dated  the  12th  of  December,  1831,  and 
thereby,  after  his  Will  had  been  read  over  to  him  by  one  of  the 
Notaries,  in  whose  presence  the  Codicil  was  executed,  confirmed 
his  Will,  and  desired  that  it  should  be  executed  according  to  its 
form  and  tenor  in  everything  which  was  not  altered  by  such 
CodidL  This  Codicil  did  not  in  any  way  alter  the  gift  in 
the  Will  of  the  Testator's  property,  ^  further  than  by  giving 
certain  legacies  which  were  not  material  to  the  questions  on  this 
appeal* 
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Pierre  Boy  died  the  16th  of  August,  1832,  without  having       j.o. 
revoked  or  altered  his  Will,  save  so  far  as  the  same  was  altered  or       1872 
revoked  by  the  Codicil,  and  the  Will  and  Codicil  were  registered      ^^^ 
on  the  4th  of  April,  1842.  ^^  J^^ 

Joseph  Boy,  the  Donee  in  the  Deed  of  gift,  entered  into  posses-  -: — 
8ion  of  the  piece  of  land  therein  comprised,  and  built  upon  a  por- 
tion of  the  same  piece  of  land  of  40  feet  frontage  by  90  feet  in 
depth,  a  House  forming  the  corner  of  the  Bim  Dorchester  and  the 
Bue  Ste.  Elizabeth,  and  also  built  upon  another  portion  of  the  same 
piece  of  land  of  42  feet  frontage  by  90  feet  in  depth,  a  House 
forming  the  comer  of  the  Bue  Sanguinet  and  the  Bue  Ste.  Catherine. 

Pierre  Boy,  the  Donor,  had  issue  Joseph  Boy  fmd  Catherine  Boy, 
who  married  Joseph  Herse,  deceased,  and  there  was  issue  of  such 
marriage  two  children,  the  Appellant,  Marie  Louise  Herse,  and 
Marie  Marguerite,  afterwards  the  Wife  of  Joseph  Bufaux,  since 
deceased.  The  Beepondents,  Joseph  Bufaux,  junior,  and  Marguerite 
BdbiUard,  were  the  only  children  of  Marie  Marguerite  Bufaux, 

Joseph  Boy,  the  Donee,  by  his  Will,  dated  the  2nd  of  September, 
1848,  gave  and  bequeathed  to  Marie  Louise  HiTene  OrotM,  his 
great  niece,  since  deceased,  a  site  situated  in  the  Quartier  St.  Louis, 
of  the  City  of  Montreal,  making  the  comer  of  the  Bues  Borchester 
and  Ste.  Elizabeth,  containing  40  feet  frontage  by  90  feet  in  depth, 
more  or  less,  with  a  House,  Coach-house,  and  other  appurtenances 
constructed  thereon,  to  be  enjoyed,  used,  dealt  with,  and  disposed 
of  by  Marie  Louise  HiUne  OrotM,  in  absolute  ownership,  and  as 
8he  should  think  fit  at  her  age  of  majority  after  the  Testator's 
decease ;  and  the  Testator  gave  and  bequeathed  to  the  Appellant, 
Marie  Louise  Herse,  the  enjoyment  and  income  during  her  life, 
first,  of  a  site  situated  in  the  Quartier  St.  Louis,  containing 
42  feet  in  depth,  and  being  the  corner  of  the  Bues  Sanguinet  and 
Sie.  Catherine,  and  further,  the  enjoyment  and  income  during  her 
life  of  another  site  situate  in  the  Quartier  Ste.  Laurent  of  the  City 
of  Montreal,  and  therein  particularly  described,  with  a  House  and 
appurtenances  thereon  constructed,  and  as  to  the  ownership  of 
the  two  sites  the  Testator  gave  and  bequeathed  the  same  to  the 
children  bom  and  to  be  born  of  the  Appellant,  Marie  Louise  Herse, 
whom  he  substituted  by  the  Will,  the  sites  to  be  enjoyed,  used, 
dealt  with,  and  disposed  of  by  the  children  in  absolute  ownership. 
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J.  a  and  as  tbey  should  think  fit,  from  the  day  of  the  decease  of  their 
1872  Mother^  and  to  be  divided  between  them  per  sHrpes,  as  from  the 
day  of  the  majority  of  the  youngest  of  the  children  bom  and  to  be 
bom  of  the  Appellant,  Marie  Louise  Eerse^  and  he  gave  and 
bequeathed  to  the  Bespondents,  Joseph  Dufaux^  junior,  and 
Marguerite  BobiUard^  his  Great-nephew  and  6reat*niece,  issue 
of  the  marriage  of  Joseph  Dufaun  and  Marguerite  Eerse^  a  piece 
of  land  situate  in  the  Qaartier  St  Louie  of  the  City  of  Mmtreci, 
whatever  might  be  its  contents,  within  the  boundaries  therein- 
after shewn,  adjoining  in  front  the  Bue  Dorcheeler  oa  one  side, 
the  Bue  Sanguinei  on  the  other  side,  and  in  rear,  the  Bue  Ste. 
Elizabethj  deducting  from  the  piece  of  land  the  two  sites  which 
were  part  thereof,  and  which  he  had  above  bequeathed,  one  to 
Marie  Louise  EStene  QrothS^  and  the  other  in  enjoyment  and 
profit  to  the  Appellant^  Marie  Louise  Eerse^  and  in  ownership  to 
her  children,  with  all  and  every  erections  which  might  belong  to 
the  Testator,  and  be  found  constructed  on  the  piece  of  land ;  to  be 
held,  used,  dealt  with,  and  disposed  of  by  his  Great-nephew  and 
Great-niece,  in  absolute  ownership,  and  as  they  might  think  fit, 
from  the  day  of  the  majority  of  the  younger  of  them  after  the 
Testator's  death,  and  then  to  be  diared  and  divided  between  them. 
And  after  giving  another  legacy  to  the  Bespondents,  Joseph 
Dufaux,  junior,  and  Marguerite  BdbiUard  ;  as  to  all  the  rest  of  his 
property,  moveable  and  immoveable,  rights,  chosee  in  action,  real 
and  personal,  and  generally  everything  moveable  or  immoveable, 
which  should  belong  to  him  at  the  time  of  his  death,  of  whatever 
nature,  quality,  character,  and  situation,  without  any  exception  or 
reservation^  after  payment  and  dischaige  of  his  funeral  expenses 
and  debts,  and  the  legacies  thereinbefore  contained,  the  Testator 
gave  and  bequeathed  the  same  as  to  one  moiety  to  the  two 
children  of  his  Niece,  the  late  Marguerite  Eerse^  the  Bespondents, 
Joseph  JDUffduK,  junior;  and  Marguerite  BobiOardt  to  be  divided 
equally  between  them,  and  to  be  enjoyed,  used,  dealt  with,  and 
disposed  of  by  them  in  absolute  ownecship  from  the  majority  of 
the  younger  of  them,  and  as  to  the  other  moiety  of  the  residue  of 
bis  property,  the  Testator  gave  the  enjoyment  and  income  of  it  to 
the  Appellant^  Marie  Louise  Eerse,  during  her  life,  and  as  to  the 
ownership  of  the  moiety  of  the  residue  of  his  property,  he  gave 
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and  bequeathed  the  same  to  the  children  bom  and  to  be  bom  of  J.  a 
the  Appellant,  Marie  Louise  Eerse^  whom  he  substituted  to  the  1872 
property,  to  be  enjoyed,  used,  dealt  with,  and  disposed  of  by  BtasB 
them  in  absolute  ownership,  and  as  they  should  think  fit,  from  the 
decease  of  their  Mother,  and  to  be  divided  between  them  equally 
jwr  siirpeB  from  the  majority  of  the  youngest  of  them  after  the 
decease  of  their  Mother.  And,  as  the  gift  of  enjoyment  and  income 
thereinbefore  contained  in  fevour  of  the  Appellant,  Marie  Louise 
Eerse^  was  to  assist  in  providing  for  her  children,  and  to  be  em- 
ployed in  sustaining,  maintaining,  and  educating  them,  and  also 
in  the  sustenance  and  maintenance  of  the  Appellant,  the  Testator 
willed  that  the  enjoyment  and  income  should  not  in  any  case,  or 
under  any  pretext,  or  for  any  reason  whatever,  be  sold,  parted  with, 
or  aliened  in  any  manner  whatever,  or  seized  or  arrested  by  any 
Creditor  or  other  person,  for  any  debt  of  the  Appellant  or  her  chil- 
dren or  others,  or  for  any  cause  or  reason  whatsoever,  and  it  was 
expressly  on  that  condition  that  he  made  the  bequest  of  the 
enjoyment  and  income.  And  the  Testator  willed  that  if  any  one 
of  his  Great  nephews  or  Great  nieces  should  die  without  lawful 
children  or  issue,  his  or  her  share  in  his  property  should  accrue  to 
his  or  her  lawful  Brothers  and  Sisters  surviving  by  representation 
of  those  deceased,  to  be  enjoyed,  used,  dealt  with,  and  disposed  of 
in  the  same  manner  and  subject  to  the  same  burdens  and  conditions 
on  which  they  would  enjoy,  use,  deal  with,  and  dispose  of  their 
own  [shares  of  his  property.  And  the  Testator  named  Etienne 
Alexis  Dubois  and  Joseph  Bufauot  to  execute  his  Will,  and  consti- 
tuted them  Administrators  of  his  property,  to  manage  and  admi- 
nister his  property  until  the  majority  of  his  Great  nephews  and 
Great]  nieces ;  and  in  case  his  Administrators  did  not  agree  in  the 
administration  of  his  property,  he  gave  them  power  to  divide 
between  themselves  the  administration  of  the  property,  Dufaua  to 
have  the  administration  of  the  property  belonging  to  his  children, 
and  Dubois  to  have  the  administration  of  the  property  given  to  the 
Appellant)  Mwrie  Louise  Eerse  and  her  children,  and  of  the  site 
bequeathed  to  Marie  Louise  Eitbne  QtolM.  And  the  Testator 
ordered,  that  if  any  of  his  Iiegatees  or  their  issue  should  attempt 
directiy  or  indirectly  to  impeach  any  one  of  the  clauses  and  dis- 
positions of  his  Willi  such  person  should,  ipsofacto^  be  immediately 
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J.  a  depriyed  of  all  share  and  interest  in  his  snccessiony  and  that  the 
1872  share  of  such  person  shonld  accme  to  his  or  her  Brothers  and 
Tiv^L      Sisters  who  respected  and  were  willing  to  execate  the  Testator's 

Dvwlvx.     ^^^  ®^^  intentions. 

Joseph  Boy  died  on  the  9th  of  October,  1848,  unmarried  and 

without  having  revoked  or  altered  his  Will,  which  was  registered. 

At  his  death,  the  Appellant,  Marie  Louise  Eerse,  the  surviving 
Grandchild,  and  the  Bespondents,  Joseph  Dufaux,  junior,  and 
Marguerite  BohiBard^  as  representing  their  Mother,  Marguerite 
Dufaux,  the  deceased  Grandchild  of  the  Donor  Pierre  Boy,  were 
the  sole  heirs  of  Pierre  Boy,  and  would  have  been  entitled  to  his 
undisposed  of  estate,  if  any,  in  the  proportions  following:— the 
Appellant,  Marie  Louise  Eerse,  to  one  moietv  thereof,  and  the 
Bespondents,  Joseph  Lufaux,  junior,  and  Marguerite  BdbHIardf  in 
equal  shares  to  the  other  moiety  thereof* 

The  site  and  House  and  piece  of  land  by  the  Will  of  Joseph  Boy, 
respectively  bequeathed  to  the  Bespondents,  JosepADu/btix,  junior, 
and  the  site  and  house  by  the  Will  first  bequeathed  to  the 
Appellant^  Marie  Louise  Herse,  were  the  pieces  of  land  comprised 
in  the  Deed  of  gift  with  the  Houses  built  thereon  by  Joseph  Boy. 

At  the  date  of  the  death  of  Joseph  Boy,  the  Appellant,  Marie 
Louise  Herse  had  attained  majority.  The  Bespondents,  Josq^h 
Dufaux,  junior,  and  Marguerite  Bobittard,  were  then  minors. 

On  the  10th  of  October,  1848,  a  meeting  took  place  between 
the  Appellants  and  Joseph  Dufaux  and  Eiienne  Alexis  Dubois,  at 
which  the  Appellant,  AndrS  Zqihirin  Grothi,  as  Guardian  of  the 
children  bom  and  to  be  bom  of  the  Appellant,  Marie  Louise 
Eerse,  and  the  last-named  Appellant,  being  authorized  by  her 
Husband,  and  also  Josyoh  Dufaux,  as  the  Guardian  and  on  behalf 
of  his  infant  children,  the  Bespondents,  Joseph  Dufaux  jum'or 
and  Marguerite  BdbiUard,  signed  in  the  presence  of  Notaries  public, 
the  preamble  to  an  Inventory  of  the  property  oi  Joseph  Boy,  reciting, 
amongst  other  things,  that  having  had  the  Will  of  Joseph  Boy  read 
to  them,  they  declared  that  they  agreed  to  the  Will  and  approved 
and  ratified  it  as  far  as  concerned  them  in  all  its  contents,  and 
desired  that  it  should  have  full  and  complete  efiect  and  be  obeyed, 
according  to  its  form  and  tenor,  by  all  whom  it  might  concern. 
After  the  preamble  had  been  signed  the  Inventoiy  and  valuation 
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of  the  apparel  and  honsehold  goods  of  the  deceased  Joseph  Bay  J.  C 
was  proceeded  with  and  completed,  and  on  the  same  day  was  1^72 
signed  by  both  the  Appellants  and  by  Joseph  Dufaux  in  the 
presence  of  the  same  Notaries. 

At  the  time  when  the  preamble  and  inventory  were  signed  by 
the  Appellants  the  Appellant,  Andre  Zephirin  ChroihSy  was  aware 
of  the  existence  and  purport  of  the  Deed  of  gift,  and  both  the 
Appellants  and  EHenne  Alexis  Dubois  were  aware  of  such  Deed  of 
gift  before  the  inventory  and  division  of  the  property  of  Joseph 
Boy  was  closed  as  hereinafter  mentioned. 

The  Appellants  subsequently  refused  to  proceed  with  the  In- 
ventory, stating  in  answer  to  the  request  of  Messieurs  Dubois  and 
Dufaux  that  they  should  proceed  and  sign  the  same,  *' We  do  not 
think  fit  to  sign  at  present;  we  will  consider  it ;  that  is  all  your 
answer;*'  and  they  were»  therefore,  cited  by  Messieurs.  Dubois  and 
Dufauos  to  complete  the  Inventory  and  division,  but  neglected  to 
attend,  and  in  their  absence  the  Inventory  was  closed,  and  division 
made  of  the  property  of  Joseph  Boy  on  the  8th  of  May,  1849. 

Those  portions  of  the  estate  of  Joseph  Boy^  which,  on  the  divi- 
sion of  the  estate  were  allotted  to  the  Appellants  in  respect  of  the 
moiety  of  Joseph  Boy^s  estate  bequeathed  to  the  Appellant,  Marie 
Louise  Eerse,  and  her  issue,  and  the  other  legacies  and  benefits 
given  to  the  Appellant^  Marie  Louise  Herse^  since  the  death  of 
Joseph  Boy^  were  accepted  and  enjoyed  according  to  the  tenor  of 
Joseph  Beys  WiU  by  the  Appellants,  who  had,  since  the  death  of 
Josqoh  Boy,  received  and  enjoyed  the  rents  and  income  of  the  pro- 
perty moveable  and  immoveable  the  enjoyment  whereof  was  left 
to  the  Appellant,  Marie  Louise  Herse,  by  the  Will*;  and  had  also 
accepted  and  taken  the  succession  of  the  Appellant,  Marie  Louise 
Hierse,  as  heiress  of  her  Daughter,  Marie  Louise  HSlene  Orothe  (who 
survived  the  Testator,  Joseph  Boy  and  afterwards  died)  to  the  site 
and  house  at  the  comer  of  the  Bue  Ste.  EUxdheth  and  Bxie  Dor* 
Chester,  bequeathed  by  Joseph  Boy's  Will  to  Marie  Louise  Effene 
Qrcfthe,  and  such  site  and  house  had  been  sold  by  the  Creditors 
of  the  Appellant,  Marie  Louise  Eerse,  for  payment  of  her  debts. 

No  step  was  taken  by  or  on  the  part  of  the  Appellants,  or  either 
of  them,  to  set  aside  their  ratification  of  Jos^h  Boy's  Will,  or  to 
assert  any  claim  to  the  property  comprised  in  the  Deed  of  gift,  or 
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J.C.       any  part  thereofi  other  than  such  part  of  the  same  property  as  by 

1872       the  Will  of  Joseph  Boy  was  bequeathed  to  the  Appellant,  Marie 

^^      Louise  Herse,  for  life ;  until  the  10th  of  September,  1861,  when 

j^j^         they  sued  out  the  writ  of  summons  whereby  the  action  hereinafter 

—       mentioned  was  commenced. 

From  the  death  of  Joseph  Boy  until  the  year  1861,  the  Bespond- 
ents,  by  their  Guardians  during  their  minorities,  and  by  themaelves 
since  they  attained  majority,  had  been  in  the  peaceable  and  un- 
distorbed  possession  of  the  piece  of  land  and  premises  comprised 
in  the  Deed  of  gift,  and  the  rents  and  profits  thereof,  except  the 
two  sites  (parts  thereof)  which  had  b^n  built  upon  by  Jossj^ 
Boy,  and  which  were  by  his  Will  bequeathed  as  to  one  moiety 
to  Marie  Louise  EeEme  OrolhSf  an/i  as  to  the  other  for  the  benefit 
of  tiie  Appellant,  Mane  Louise  Eerse  and  her  children. 

On  the  Slst  of  January,  1853,  the  Appellant,  Marie  Lomse 
Herse,  in  a  suit  instituted  by  her  against  her  Husband,  Andre 
Zephirin  Qro{he,  for  separation  of  goods,  produced  and  gave  in 
evidence  the  Inventory  and  division  of  Joseph  Boy's  estate,  which 
had  been  made  as  before  mentioned  in  order  to  establish  her 
rights  and  claims  against  her  Husband,  and  in  that  suit  she  sought 
by  means  of  the  Inventory  and  division  to  establish  against  her 
Husband  her  right  to  the  property  bequeathed  to  her  by  the  WiU 
of  Joseph  Boy. 

All  the  transactions  out  of  which  the  question  on  this  aj^teal 
arose,  took  place,  before  the  Oivil  Code  of  Lower  Canada  came 
into  operation,  the  1st  of  August,  1866. 

On  the  10th  of  September,  1861,  a  suit  was  commenced  by 
the  Appellants  against  the  Bespondehts  in  the  0uperi<w  Court  of 
Lower  Canada^  District  of  Montreal,  to  recover  in  right  of  the 
Appellant,  Marie  Louise  Eerse,  as  co-heiress  of  Pierre  Boy,  one 
moiety  of  the  piece  of  land  comprised  in  the  Deed  of  gift  less  the 
sites  on  which  Pierre  Boy  had  built  on  as  aforesaid,  together  with 
the  mesne  rents  of  the  moiety  and  damages^  and  by  their  declara- 
tion they  alleged,  that  the  Appellant,  Marie  Louise  Eerse,  had  never 
signed  any  ratification  of  Joseph  Boy's  Will,  and  that  if  any  such 
ratification  had  been  signed  it  was  null  and  void  by  reason  that 
the  Deed  of  donation  had  been  fraudulently  concealed. 
.  The  Bespondents  by  their  pleas,  after  stating  the  Deed  of  dona* 
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tion  and  the  Will  and  Codicil  of  Pierre  Bay,  and  the  Will  of  Joseph       J.  0. 
Boijy  and  the  deaths  of  Pierre  Bay  and  Jaseph  Bay  without  issue,        1872 
pleaded  that  Joseph  Boy  by  virtue  of  the  power  given  to  him  by      h^^ 
the  Will  and  Codicil  of  Pierre  Boy,  was  competent  to  dispose  as  he     j.  .** 
had  done  of  all  the  immoveable  property  mentioned  in  the  Deed  of       — 
gift ;  that  the  Appellants  had  ratified  the  Will  of  Joseph  Boy,  by 
signing  the  inventory  of  his  effects  on  the  10th  of  October,  1848  ; 
that  as  the  Plaintiffs  had  allowed  ten  years  and  more  to  elapse 
without  complaining  of  the  act  of  the  10th  of  October,  1848,  and 
without  asserting  its  nullity,  they  could  not  complain  of  it,  their 
action  being  barred  in  this  respect  by  prescription ;  that  the  Appel- 
lants had  not  alleged  any  valid  reason  for  annulling  their  act  of 
the  10th  of  October,  1848 ;  that  before  that  time  they  knew  of  tho 
Deed  of  donation ;  and  that  in  consequence  of  their  approval  and 
ratification  of  the  Will  of  Joseph  Bay  the  Appellants  could  not 
sustain  their  action ;  and  they  also  pleaded  the  general  issue. 

By  an  Order  made  in  the  suit,  dated  the  30th  of  April,  1864, 
the  Respondents  were  permitted  to  am6nd  their  plea,  by  alleging 
that  the  Appellants  had  accepted  the  legacies  contained  in  the 
Will  of  Joseph  Boy ;  that  they  had  taken  possession  of  and  still 
held  the  property  which  had  been  thereby  given  to  them,  and 
that  they  were  consequently  debarred  of  any  right  which  they 
might  have  had  of  disputing  any  of  the  dispositions  contained  in 
the  Will ;  and  the  pleas  were  amended  tusoordingly. 

Evidence  having  been  entered  into  in  the  suit,  the  same  came  on 
to  be  heard  in  the  Superior  Court  before  Mr.  Justice  8mUh,  when 
that  Judge  declared  that  the  Appellant,  Marie  Louise  Herse,  was 
and  had  been  since  the  death  of  Pierre  Boy,  under  and  in  virtue 
of  the  Deed  of  donation,  proprietor  of  one  undivided  half  of  the 
piece  of  land,  detraction  being  made  of  the  two  lots  of  land  upon 
which  Joseph  Boy  had  built ;  and  the  Court  appointed  experts  to 
divide  the  piece  of  land  into  two  equal  parts,  and  condemned  the 
Kespondents  to  pay  the  costs. 

From  this  judgment,  the  Bespondents  appealed  to  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Camada  (appeal  side),  and  on  the  8th  of 
June,  1867,  that  Court,  composed  of  the  Chief  Justice  Duval,  and 
the  Justices  Meredith,  Mondelet,  and  Drummor^,  reversed  the 
judgment  of  the  Superior  .Court,  and  dismissed  the  claim  of  the 


478  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCEU        [L.  B. 

J.  0.       Appellant,  Marie  Louise  Eerse,  with  costs,  in  both  Courts.    Mr. 
1872        Justice  Drummond  dissenting. 

Q^^  The  Appellant  appealed  from  this  judgment  of  the  Court  of 

Queen's  BencL 


«. 

DCFAUZ. 


Mr.  H.  Matthews,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Westldl^e,  and  Mr.  Edmwid  Barnard 
(of  the  Canadian  Bar),  for  the  Appellants : — 

There  are  two  questions  in  this  appeal,  the  first  regards  the  true 
construction  and  effect  of  the  Deed  of  donation  of  the  21st  of  May, 
1825,  and  the  second  is  the  alleged  ratification  of  the  Will  of  Jos^h 
Bot/y  the  Donor,  by  the  Appellants  signing  the  Inyentory  and 
yaluation  of  his  effects,  having  notice  at  the  time  of  the  Deed  of 
donation,  its  purport  and  effect  The  first  question  is,  however, 
the  material  one,  and  that  upon  which  both  the  Superior  Court  as 
well  as  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  Lower  Canada  founded 
their  judgments.  Did,  then,  the  clause  in  the  Deed  of  donation 
of  the  2l8t  of  May,  1825,  create  a  substitution  (entail)  or  a  rdowr 
(reyersion),  or  did  it  comprise  a  substitution  and  reUmr  combined? 
Ordonnance  des  Svhstitutions  of  1747,  Art.  xii.,  xiii.,  and  xv.  Tiie 
law  of  substitution  under  the  anden  regime  in  France,  which  was 
the  Law  of  Lower  Canada  until  the  Ciyil  Code  came  into  force  on 
the  1st  of  August,  1866,  after  the  institution  of  the  present  action, 
and  does  not  affect  the  rights  of  the  parties,  is  defined  by  Bicari^ 
Traits  des  Substitutions,  ch.  13,  s.  2,  and  Part  IL  Nos.  117, 118, 
et  119 ;  but  is  more  fully  treated  of  and  illustrated  by  Thevenot 
D'Essaule,  who,  in  his  Traite  des  Substitutions  FidH-OommissaireSf 
in  page  5,  says :  *^  La  svhstitviion  fdH  commissaire  doit  etre  difinie: 
une  disposition  par  laqueUe  on  gratifie  qudqu^un,  eaepressement  ou 
iacitementf  a  la  charge  de  rendre  la  chose  a  lui  donnSe,  au  une  autre 
chose,  a  un  tiers  que  Ton  gratifie  en  second  ordre''  And  in  page  9, 
he  gives  the  results  of  this  definition,  which  shew  that  whenever 
the  gift  is  made  to  extend  to  the  heir  of  the  Donor  it  ceases  to  be 
a  retour,  and  becomes  to  all  intents  and  purposes  a  **  fiduciary  sub- 
stitution ;"  and  so  strict  is  the  law  in  carrying  out  this  principle, 
that  when  the  substitution  became  effete  (eaduque)  by  the  death, 
incapacity,  or  renunciation  of  the  substitute,  the  estate  does  not 
revert  to  the  Donor,  or  to  his  heirs,  but  becomes  vested  in  fee  (en 
pleine  propri6tS)  in  the  institute  (grev£)  except  under  the  peculiar 
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circumstances  mentioned  by  ThivenSt  D'Essatde^  Tratte  des  Subdu  *^*^* 
iutionSf  p.  175,  et  seq. ;  but  which  do  not  arise  here.  In  the  Civil  J^ 
Code  of  Lower  Canada^  which  is  applicable  only  in  the  present  Hebss 
case  when  declaratory  of  the  old  law  (Art.  925),  the  fiduciary  DufIux. 
Bubstitution  is  defined  to  be  (Art  927),  **  That  in  which  the  person 
receiving  the  thing  is  charged  to  deliver  it  over  to  another,  either 
at  his  death  or  at  some  other  time,"  and  the  person  charged  to 
deliver  over  is  called  the  institute  (le  grevi)^  and  the  one  who  is 
entitled  to  take  after  him  is  called  the  substitute  (JCappeU).  They  also 
referred  to  and  commented  on  Art.  779 :  Troplong,  Traite  des  Dana- 
(ions  inter  vifs  el  des  Tests.,  Tom.  UJ.  p.  199 ;  Code  Nap.  Art.  951 ; 
Troplonff,  Droit  Civil  expliqv4  on  the  951st  Art  of  Code  CivU,  Tom.  11. 
pars.  1261  to  1269 ;  Chcfbot  de  VAUier,  Questions  iransitoires,  Tom. 
III.  p.  206,  et  seq.;  Pothier,  Trait,  des  Suhstitutions,  sect  3,  Art  1; 
Duranion  ;  Cours  de  Droit  Frangais,  suivant  le  Code  CivU,  Lib.  3, 
tit  2,  Na  29 ;  FurgoU,  8ur  les  Donations^  Quest,  xxx. ;  Dalloz,  Rep. 
de  Jur.  Art.  1740 ;  Demolomhe;  Corns,  de  Code  Nap.,  Tom.  XYIIL, 
88. 107,  111.  The  doctrine  of  election  by  English  law  is  to  be 
found  in  Whistler  v.  Webster  (1) ;  Dillon  v.  ParJcer  (2) ;  Padhury 
V.  Clark  (3).  We  contend,  therefore,  that  the  Deed  of  donation 
in  question  having  divested  the  Donor  of  all  his  rights  in  and 
over  the  property  comprised  in  the  action,  subject  to  the  dis« 
cretionary  right  which  the  Donor  reserved,  of  regulating  by  a 
Will  thereafter  to  be  made  the  manner  in  which  the  substitutes 
should  enjoy  the  property  given  to  them,  (which  right  he  never 
thought  proper  to  exercise,)  all  that  property  passed  out  of  his 
estate  and  became  wholly  detached  therefrom,  upon  the  day 
of  the  date  of  the  donation.  The  judgment,  therefore,  of  the 
Superior  Court  was  right  as  well  upon  the  law  as  the  fiEicts  of 
the  case,  and  ought  to  be  affirmed.  Then  there  remains  the 
question  of  ratification  of  the  Will  of  Joseph  Boy,  by  the  receipt 
of  a  specific  legacy,  and  the  signing  of  the  Inventory  by  or 
on  behalf  of  the  Appellants,  with  their  knowledge  and  consent, 
which  ratification,  if  made,  is  voidable  by  the  Civil  Code  of  Lower 
Canada,  Art.  2114;  neither  the  Superior  Court  nor  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  laid  any  stress  on  these  circumstances,  and  it  is 

(1)  2  Yes.  367.  (2)  1  Swanst,  359 ;  Ibid,  note  at  p.  394. 

(3)  2  Mac.  &  Got.  298. 


480  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  E. 

J.  a  imnecesgary  to  argue  the  point,  if,  as  we  contend,  and  the  Superior 
1872  Court  held,  the  Testator,  Joseph  Ray,  had  no  power  to  deal  with 
property  which  he  had  already  IrreTOcably  disposed  of  by  the 


xvjf'         Deed  of  donation :  and  the  fact,  that  he  himself  has  not  mentioned 
—        it  in  his  Will  or  Codicil,  of  sought  in  any  way  to  deal  with  it ;  the 
only  power  which  he  reserved  to  himself  by  the  Deed  of  Donation 
being  one  which  he  did  not  think  proper  to  exercise. 

M.  Dorion,  Q.C.  (of  the  Canadian  Bar),  and  Mr.  Freding^  for 
the  liespondents : — 

The  true  construction  of  the  clause  in  the  Deed  of  donation  is 
that  put  upon  it  by  the  majmty  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench.  The  case  of  the  Appellants  rests  on  the  sup- 
position that  the  first  Appellant  is  the  legal  heir  of  Pierre  Boy, 
as  distinguished  from  a  testamentary  heir.  The  Code  Civil  of 
Lower  Canada^  Art.  597,  which  is  declaratory  of  the  law  of  Lwcer 
Canada  before  the  Code  CivU,  includes  both :  our  contention  is, 
that  the  word  ''heir"  in  the  Deed  must  be  taken  in  its  broadest 
sense ;  'and  we  deny  that  the  Donation  created  a  substitution  in 
favour  of  the  heir  of  Pierre  .Boy,  the  Donor ;  it  was  only  a  relour; 
so  that  no  one  oi  them,  as  alleged  on  the  other  side,  could  there- 
after be  deprived  of  his  share  in  the  estate,  either  by  Pierre  Boy 
himself  or  by  Joseph  JSoy  his  Son,  making  in  fact  the  heirs  of 
Pierre  Boy  who  were  to  leceive  the  property  after  the  death  of 
Joseph  Boy,  grevis  de  stibslUuiioiij  in  favour  of  other  svhalihiis. 
Such  a  construction  would  defeat  the  plain  intention  of  the  original 
Donor,  evidenced  both  by  his  Will  as  well  as  the  Deed  of  donation. 
Both  these  instruments,  as  well  as  the  Codicil,  must  be  read 
together,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  meaning  and  intention  of  the 
original  Testator.  If  the  Deed  of  donatiou  created  only  an  ordi- 
nary substitution,  then  the  property  mentioned  in  it  would  wholly 
cease  to  form  any  part  of  the  estate  of  the  Donor,  and  would  not 
have  been  subject  to  his  WilL  If  the  stipulation  in  the  Deed  of 
donation,  that  in  the  event  of  Joseph  Boy  not  having  children,  tfie 
property  should  remain  and  belong  to  the  other  heirs  of  the  Donor, 
who  should  enjoy  and  dispose  of  it  in  such  manner  as  the  Donor 
should  direct  by  his  last  Will  and  Testament,  would  prevent  the 
Deed  from  operating  as  an  ordinary  substitution,  and  secure  to 


DUFAUX« 
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Pierre  Boy  the  right  of  disposing  of  the  property  in  the  event  of  J.C. 
his  Son,  Joseph  Bojfy  dying  childless,  in  the  lifetime  of  Pierre  Boy,  1872 
such  contingency  would  have  created  a  droit  de  reiour  of  the  pro-  Hsbsb 
perty  to  Pierre  Boy :  TropUmg,  Droit  Civil  e^pUque^  Tom.  II.  pars. 
1261  to  1269 :  but  as  Pierre  Boy  did  not  sorviye  his  Son  Joseph, 
the  right,  if  any,  reserved  to  him  under  the  Deed  formed  part  of 
his  succession  at  his  death,  and  passed  under  the  Will  to  Joeeph 
Boy,  who,  as  he  died  childless,  could  under  his  Father's  Will  dis- 
pose of  the  property  as  he  did  by  his  own  Will.  We  say,  therefore, 
that  the  substitution  in  &vour  of  Joseph's  heirs  took  effect  by 
reason  of  his  surviving  his  Father,  Pierre  Boy,  and  in  the  event, 
which  happened,  of  his  dying  childless,  gave  his  testamentary  heirs 
title  to  the  property  the  subject  of  the  donation :  Oivil  Code  of 
Lower  Canada,  ah.  TV.  sects.  1-5;  lb.  Arts.  620,  980;  Pothier, 
Tom.  VIIL,  tit.  •*  Substitutioo;'  sect  HI.,  Art  2,  par.  2,  No.  83 ; 
Thevenot  d^Esswuies,  Na  742 ;  Vrophny,  TraiU  des  Donations  inter 
vifs  et  des  Teds.,  Tom.  III.  p.  203,  Nos.  1262-3-4,  p.  207,  Na  1287; 
Demolombe,  Corns,  de  Code  Nap.,  Tom.  XYIIL,  p.  122.  As  regards 
the  effect  of  the  signing  the  Inventory  and  accepting  the. legacies 
by  the  Appellants,  we  maintain,  on  the  aii^ority  of  Boy  y.  Oag" 
non  (1),  and  Art.  2114  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Lotcer  Ownada,  thai 
sudi  acts  were  a  direct  xatification  of  the  Will  of  Joseph  Boy,  and 
that  the  expiration  of  ten  years  from  such  ratification  is  an  effec- 
tual bar  to  their  setting  up  a  title  in  opposidon  to  his  Will :  Civil 
Code,  Art.  2258. 

Judgment  havi^  been  reserved,  was  now  delivered  by  1^72 

Sm  Jakes  Colvilb  :—  Dec^. 

In  the  year  1825  Pierre  Boy,  then  of  Montreal,  hj  a  notarial 
instrument,  dated  the  2l8t  of  May,  1825,  acknowledged  and  de- 
clared that  he  had  made  a  donation  by  act  inter  vivos  of  a  certain 
piece  of  land  situate  in  one  of  the  suburbs  of  Montreal,  whereon 
five  Houses  had  then  been  built,  the  rest  consisting  of  meadow, 
orchard,  and  garden  ground. 

The  terms  of  this  Instrument,  on  the  construction  of  which  the 
principal  question  raised  by  this  appeal  depends,  will  have  to  be 

(1)  8  Low.  Can.  Bep.  45. 
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J.  a       considered  more  particularly  hereafter.    It  is  not,  however,  dis- 
1872        puled  that  the  donation  purported  to  be  made  by  the  Donor  to 
TT«N»»      his  Son,  Joseph  Botf^  his  heirs  and  assigns,  in  acknowledgment 
^^^^      and  reward  of  servioes  rendered  by  him ;  that  in  dealing  with  the 
— —        beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  property  the  Instrument  reserved  the 
usufruct  to  the  Donor  himself  for  life,  and  afterwards  gave  it  to 
Joseph  Boy,  also  for  life  only  (both  life  interests  being  expressed  to 
be  **  a  litre  de  oonstitui  et  pricaire  sa  vie  durante  ") ;  that  it  further 
contained  a  provision  whereby  any  site,  not  exceeding  forty  feet  of 
frontage  by  ninety  feet  of  depth,  on  which  Joseph  might  build  a 
House,  was  to  become  his  absolute  property,  subject  to  the  stipu- 
lation that  he  was  not  to  sell  it  during  the  Donor's  life,  and  that 
the  land,  other  than  those  parts  on  which  Joseph  should  exercise 
this  privilege,  was  effectually  given  after  his  death  to  his  children 
bom  in  wedlock.    The  question  to  be  determined  in  this  cause 
arises  upon  the  construction  of  the  provision  which  the  act  of 
donation  made  in  the  event,  which  happened,  of  Joseph  dying 
without  such  children. 

Pierre  Boy,  who  seems  to  have  been  possessed  of  considerable 
property  besides  thai  which  was  the  subject  of  the  donation,  died 
on  the  16th  of  August,  1832.  He  left  a  Will,  dated  the  15tb  of 
December,  1821,  and  a  Codicil  dated  the  12th  of  December,  1831. 
The  latter  is  material  only  in  that,  being  made  after  the  donation, 
it  expressly  confirmed  the  Will  which  was  made  before  the  dona- 
tion. His  legal  heirs  were  his  Son,  Joseph^  and  his  Oiand* 
daughters  by  a  deceased  Daughter.  The  latter  were  Madame 
QrothS,  the  Appellant,  and  Madame  Dufaws^  the  Mother  of  the 
Respondents.  Whether,  a  third  Granddaughter,  Catherine,  who  is 
said  to  have  died  young  and  unmarried,  was  then  alive,  does  not 
very  clearly  appear.  She  was  alive  at  the  date  of  the  donation, 
but  in  the  argument  it  has  been  assumed  that  she  died  before  her 
Granddaughter. 

The  Will  of  Pierre  Boy  gave  to  his  Son,  Joseph,  the  enjoyment 
and  usufruct  during  his  life  of  all  the  property,  moveable  or  im- 
moveable, which  the  Testator  should  leave  at  his  death ;  the  abeo- 
lute  interest  in  such  property  to  pass  on  the  death  of  Joseph  to  his 
children  bom  in  wedlock ;  and  it  provided,  that  in  default  of  such 
children  Joseph  should  have  the  power  to  dispose  of  such  property 
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at  his  discretion,  and  without  being  bound  to  follow  any  rule  of       J.o. 

equality  or  proportion,  amongst  the  Testator's  Grandchildren,  who        1S72 

were  to  be  content  with  the  share  so  to  be  assigned  to  them.    The      u^^ 

Will  contained  further  provisions  to  the  effect  that  the  share  of     ^  *• 

*  Ddfaux» 

any  Grandchild  dying  without  children  bom  in  wedlock  should  go        -— ^ 

to  her  uterine  Sisters ;  and  that  if  all  should  die  without  children 

bom  in  wedlock,  whatever  they  had  received  from  the  Testator 

should  go  over  as  thereby  directed* 

Jos^h  Boy  died  unmarried  in  1848.  By  his  Will,  dated  the  2nd 
of  September  in  that  year,  he  disp6sed,  without  making  any 
ei^ress  distinction  between  tiie  three  different  classes  of  property 
of  what  belonged  to  himself  in  his  own  right;  of  what  unquestion- 
ably passed  under  his  Father's  Will ;  and  of  the  land  which  was  the 
subject  of  the  donation  of  May,  1825.  The  latter,  with  the  ex-* 
ception  of  the  sites  upon  which  he  had  built  two  Houses,  he  gave 
to  the  Eespondents,  the  children  of  Marguerite  Bvfaux  (then  de- 
ceased). '  Of  the  two  sites  and  the  Houses  thereon  he  gave  one  to 
a  Daughter  of  the  Appellants,  since  deceased ;  and  the  other  to 
the  Appellant)  Madame  OrothS,  for  life,  with  remainder  to  her  chil- 
dren. Of  the  whole  mass  of  property  disposed  of  he  is  said  to 
have  made,  subject  to  a  few  legacies,  a  tolerably  equal  division, 
according  to  its  then  value,  between  the  Orofhis  and  the  Dufaux, 
He  vested  the  administration  of  his  estates  in  a  3f.  Dvbois  and  M* 
Joaqfh  DufaiM  (the  Father  of  the  Eespondents)  jointly,  but  with  a 
direction  that  if  they  could  not  agree  they  should  divide  the  ad- 
ministration,— Dubois  administering  that  part  of  the  estate  which 
was  given  to  Madame  GrothS  or  her  children,  and  Dufauoi  ad- 
ministering the  property  given  to  his  children,  the  Eespondents, 
who  were  then  minors.  The  Will  also  contained  an  express  clause, 
that  if  any  of  his  Legatees  or  their  descendants  should  dispute  any 
of  the  clauses  or  dispositions  of  the  Will,  he  should  forfeit  his  rights 
under  the  Will,  which  were  in  such  case  to  pass  to  the  co-legatees 
who  should  respect  the  Testator's  last  wishes  and  intention. 

The  Eespondents  have,  under  this  disposition,  been  in  the  pos- 
session or  enjoyment  of  the  land  in  dispute  since  1848,  and  the 
Appellant,  Madame  Qroihi^  has,  under  the  circumstances  to  be 
afterwards  considered,  taken  and  enjoyed  the  benefits  given  by  the 
Will  of  Joseph  Boy  to  her.  Nevertheless,  on  the  10th  of  September, 
1861,  she  and  her  Husband  commenced  the  action,  which  has  given 
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J.  G.       rise  to  this  appeal,  for  the  reoovery  of  one  moiety  of  tiie  land 
1872       included  in  the  act  of  donation,  exclnsive  of  the  portions  built  upon 
Hubb      by  Joseph  Roy^  with  mesne  profits  and  damages.    The  claim,  as 
DciAxjx.     stated  in  the  declaration,  is,  in  effect,  that  by  the  act  of  donation 
■"-       of  the  25th  of  May,  1845,  one  moiety  of  this  land  was  effectnally 
assured  to  the  Appellant,  Madame  Oroihi,  as  one  of  the  legal 
heirs  of  Pierre  Boy,  subject  to  such  directions  touching  the  enjoy- 
ment of  it  as  he  might  give  by  his  Will ;  that  he  had  given  no  such 
directions  ;  and  that  the  devise  of  the  whole  land  by  Joseph  Boy 
to  the  Bespondents  was  made  without  r^ard  to  the  act  of  dona- 
tion and  in  violation  of  the  Appellant's  rights.    The  declaration 
also  endeavoured  to  meet,  by  anticipation,  any  defence  that  might 
be  founded  on  an  alleged  ratification  of  the  Will  of  Joseph  Boy^ 
by  a  notarial  act  of  the  10th  of  October,  1848,  by  asserting  that 
if  that  act  was  signed  by  the  Appellants,  which  they  denied,  it 
was  signed  by  them  in  ignorance  of  the  act  of  donation,  and  of 
their  rights  under  it ;  that  they  claimed,  if  necessary,  to  question 
its  validity  by  an  *^  inseription  mfauxf  and  that  it  ought  to  be 
declared  null,  and  of  no  validity,  ^s  against  them ;  and  no  bar  to 
their  recovery  of  the  moiety  of  the  land  in  question  to  which 
they  were  entitled  under  the  act  of  donation. 

The  defence  by  way  of  "  exception  piremptaire  "  insisted  on  the 
right  of  Joseph  Boy  to  dispose,  as  he  had  disposed,  of  the  land  in 
question  by  his  Will ;  and  opposed  a  ten  years'  prescription  to 
the  claim  of  the  Appellants  to  set  aside  the  act  of  the  10th  of 
October,  1848.  By  a  subsequent  proceeding  of  the  18th  of  April, 
1864,  the  Bespondents  obtained  a  Judge's  Order,  made  after  hear- 
ing both  parties,  giving  them  liberty  to  add  to  their  pleading 
allegations  to  the  effect,  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  accepted  the 
legacy  in  their  favour  oontained  in  the  Will  of  the  lato  Jesq^ 
Boy;  that  they  had  taken  possession  of  the  property  so  be- 
queathed to  them,  and  still  enjoyed  it ;  and  that  they  had  thereby 
lost  whatever  right  they  might  have  had  to  contest  any  of  the 
dispositions  of  the  said  Will. 

The  cause  was  heard  in  the  first  instance  by  Mr.  Justice  SmiUk, 
one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Superior  Oourt,  who  decided  it  in  fevour 
of  the  present  Appellants.  The  Bespondents  appealed  from  this 
judgment  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  which  reversed  it, 
and  dismissed  the  Appellants'  suit;   one  Judge  of  that  Court, 
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Mr.  Justice  Drummond,  disseatmg.    The  appeal  is  from  the  last       J.  C 
judgment.    From  ivhat  has  been  said,  it  is  obvious,  that  the  title       isi% 
of  the  Appellants  depends  upon  the  interpretation  to  be  given  to      BEsm 
that  clause  in  the  act  of  donation  which  deals  with  the  property     dJ!^^;^^ 

in  the  event  of  Joseph  Boy  dying  without  legitimate  children,       

The  words  of  the  clause  are,  "^M  d  cUfaut  d'enfam  nis  en  Ugitime  • 
mariage  du  dit  Maitra  Joseph  Boy,  la  propriiti  demeurera  et 
appartiendra  cmx  atUres  hiritiera  dut  dit  doncdeuVj  qui  enjouironi 
et  disposeront  conformement  a  ee  qu'il  en  aura  di^sS  et  ordcnni 
par  son  testament  el  ordonnanes  de  demtera  volonU.'' 

The  record  shews'  that  upon  this  clause,  taken  in  connection 
with  the  rest  of  the  instrument,  at  least  four  different  constructions 
have  been  put 

First:  Mr.  Jtistice  8mUh  says,  ''The  qualification  made  by 
Pierre  Boy  in  the  character  of  the  enjoyment  of  Joseph  Boy,  viz., 
'  d  iitre  de  comtitvi  et  de  pr^caira,*  clearly  points  out  that  it  was  not 
the  intention  of  Pierre  Boy  to  '  graver '  Joseph  Boy  with  a  substitu- 
tion, but  to  give  him  a  mere  usufructary  right  of  enjoyment^  and 
to  give  the  property  directly  to  the  children  of  Joseph  Boy^  if  he 
had  any  at  the  time  of  his  death,  and  in  the  event  of  his  death 
without  children,  then  and  in  that  case,  the  property  was  to  belong 
and  go  to  the  other  heirs  of  the  Donor,  subject  to  the  restriction 
expressed  in  the  latter  part  of  the  donation.  Joseph  Boy  died 
without  leaving  any  issue.  By  the  express  terms  of  the  donation, 
the  property  in  question  passed  at  once  after  his  death  to  the  heirs- 
at-law  of  Pierre  Boy,  and  the  enjoyment  by  Joseph  Boy  of  the  pro* 
perty  during  his  lifetime  only  suspended  the  enjoyment  of  the 
heirsrat-law;  but  the  title  of  the  property  vested  in  them  by 
virtue  of  the  donation  itself,  and  it  could  not  be  taken  away  from 
them, or  their  title  in  any  way  touched,  by, the  acts  of  ^ther 
Pierre  or  Joseph  Boy!*.  And  this  construction  is  more  fully  ex- 
pressed in  the  '^considerations"  upon  which  the  formal  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  is  founded. 

Second :  Mr.  "^ Justice  Brummondy  the  dissentient  Judge  in  the 
C!oart  of  Queen's  Bench,  who  held  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Superior  Court  ought  to  be  affirmed,  construed  the  act  of  donation 
as  importing  a  regular  substitution  in  favour  of  the  children  of 
Joseph  Boyy  and  in  their  default  of  the  Donor's  Grandchildren,  as 
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J.C.       his  other  heirs,  treating  Jos^h  Boy  as  the  institute,  *'  grevS,*'  with 

I972r       those  substitutions.     The  right  reserved  to  Pierre  Bay  to  deal 

TT»i»«i      with  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  by  his  Will  he  considered  to  be 

j)^j^^      at  most  a  right  to  **  ffrever  "  the  substitutes  with  further  substitu- 

—       tions,  and  in  no  way  to  imply  a  power  to  revoke  the  substitution 

altogether,  and  dispose  of  the  property  otherwise.    The  learned 

Judge  in  this  adopted  and  concurred  in  the  interpretation  put  upon 

the  act  of  donation  by  Maitre  Truteau  in  the  opinion  of  Messieurs 

Pdtier  and  Cherrier,  two  Avocais^  practising  in  Lower  Canada^ 

which  opinion  seems  to  have  been  used  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 

Bench  below,  and  is  printed  in  and  forms  part  of  the  Appendix. 

Third :  The  interpretation  put  upon  the  act  of  donation  by  the 
majority  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  seems  to  be,  that  it  gave 
the  property  to  Joseph  Boy,  "  prove  "  with  a  valid  substitution  in 
favour  of  his  own  children ;  but  that  in  default  of  such  children  it 
created  no  further  estates,  but  reserved  to  the  Donor  the  power  of 
disposing  of  the  property  by  his  last  Will ;  and  that  such  reserva- 
tion was  not  contrary  to  law. 

Fourth :  The  opinion  of  the  Advocates,  Messrs.  Peltier  and 
Cherrier^  which  has  been  somewhat  irregularly  introduced  by  con- 
sent into  the  record,  is  to  the  effect,  that  the  act  of  donation 
created  a  valid  substitution  in  favour  of  the  legal  heirs  of  the 
Donor,  other  than  Joseph,  but  subject  to  a  condition  which  the 
Donor  had  power  to  impose ;  and  that  the  effect  of  that  condition 
and  of  the  Will  of  Pierre  Boy  taken  together  was  to  revoke  the 
substitution,  to  bring  back  the  property  into  the  general  assets  of 
Pierre  Boy  ;  and  to  make  it  capable  of  passing  under  his  WilL 

The^  very  able  arguments  which  have  been  addressed  to  their 
Lordships  by  the  learned  Counsel  on  both  sides  have  been  mainly 
directed  to  establish  either  the  second  or  the  third  of  the  above 
constructions.  It  seems  to  be  now  agreed  that  under  the  Deed  of 
donation,  notwithstanding  the  use  of  the  words  ^a  titre  de  con- 
stitui  et  pricaire^  Joseph  Boy  became  to  all  intents  the  institute 
*'grev6"  with  a  substitution  in  favour  of  his  own  children;  the 
only  question  being,  what  is  the  effect  of  the  subsequent  limitation. 
On  this  point,  viz.,  Joseph's  character  of  ^^grevi^^  the  present  case 
is  almost  identical  with  that  stated  by  Pothier  (TraUi  des  SttMi' 
tuiions,  sec.  Ill,  Art.  1)  to  have  been  decided  in  1819. 
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It  is  desirable  to  determine  in  the  first  instance  upon  the  con-        J.  0. 
stmction  of  the  Instrument  what  intention  the  Donor  has  expressed       IS72 
in  the  clause  in  question,  without  considering  how  far  such  inten-      h^ 
tion  was  consonant  with  the  law  of  Lotoer  Canada.  Dotaux. 

The  contention  of  the  Appellants  is,  that  the  terms  "autres  — 
hiritierB^  imports  certain persorue  designata,  Tiz.,  the  legal  heirs  of 
the  Donor,  other  than  JoB&ph  Boy  and  his  issue ;  that  the  clause 
operates  as  a  valid  and  irrevocable  substitution  in  favour  of  those 
persons,  and  that  the  last  sentence  of  it  is  satisfied  bj  supposing 
that  the  Donor  reserved  to  himself  the  power  of  qualifying  by  his 
last  Will  the  enjoyment  of  the  property  by  his  substitutes,  to  the 
extent  even  of  making  them  "^rw&"  with  further  substitutions. 
This  construction,  therefore,  admits  an  intention  in  the  Donor  to 
reserve  to  some  extent  a  testamentary  power  over  the  subject  of 
the  gift ;  and  frima  fade  it  seems  more  probable  that  if  he  re- 
served such  a  power  at  all,  he  would  reserve  one  which  enabled 
him  to  select  the  objects  of  his  bounty,  as  well  as  to  qualify  and 
control  their  enjoyment  of  it.  Do,  then,  the  words  admit  of  the 
latter  construction?  It  may  be  granted  that  the  terms  *^ Us  auires 
KeHiierB**  if  found  in  a  French  instrument,  would  necessarily 
import  the  legal  heirs  of  the  Donor  other  than  Joseph  Boy  and 
his  issue  to  be  ascertained  at  his  death,  even  if  they  did  not  import 
the  persons  who  were  such  presumptive  heirs  at  the  date  of  the 
gift  But  it  is  to  be  observed  that,  owing  probably  in  a  great 
measure  to  the  fact  that  the  Statute  Law  of  Lower  Canada  has 
engrafted  on  the  old  French  law  an  unlimited  power  of  disposition 
by  Will,  the  word  "Jieritiera"  has  there  acquii*ed  a  signification 
wider  than  and  difiering  from  that  which  it  would  obtain  in  France. 
The  597th  Article  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada,  after 
defining  Ah  intestate  succession  and  Testamentary  succession,  says, 
**The  former  takes  place  only  in  default  of  the  latter ;"  and  again, 
**  The  persons  to  whom  either  of  these  successions  devolves  is  called 
heir  ".  (*  est  ddsiffnS  sous  le  nom  d^hdritier  ").  It  follows  from  this, 
first,  that  it  was  competent  to  Pierre  Boy  at  any  time  during  his 
life,  after  the  execution  of  the  act  of  donation,  to  deprive  his 
Grandchildren  of  the  character  of  "  hSritiers  "  in  the  proper  sense 
of  the  term ;  and  that,  in  such  case,  if  they  took  the  subject  of  the 
donation  by  a  valid  substitution  they  would  take  it  only  because 

VoL.IV.  3  2Q 
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J.;o.       they  were  presumptive  heirs,  or  Jueredea  viventiSf  at  the  date  of  the 
1872       act;  and  secondly,  that  when  using  the  term  "autrea  hirUien'' 
Hrr^^B     he  may  have  meant  the  persons  whom  by  his  last  Will  he  should 
BuFAuz.     constitute  his  heirs,  or,  in  other  words,  that  he  may  have  intended 
to  reserve  to  himself  the  power  not  only  of  qualifying  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  persons  who  were  to  take  in  default  of  Joseph  Boy  aud 
his  issue,  but  of  declaring  who  those  persons  were  to  be.    Their 
Lordships  agree  with  Chief  Justice  Merediffi  in  thinking,  that  this 
latter  construction  is  the  true  one,  and  that  it  is  supported  by  other 
parts  of  the  act  of  donation,  particularly  by  that  which  declares 
the  Donor's  reason  for  making  it  to  be  his  desire  to  acknowledge 
and  reward  the  essential  services  rendered  to  him  by  his  Son ;  a 
desire  accomplished  by  an  irrevocable  gift  in  favour  of  Joseph  aad 
his  issue.    They  also  agree  with  that  learned  Judge  in  thinking, 
that  some  further  confirmation  of  this  construction  is  afforded  by 
the  provisions  of  the  then,  existing  WiU,  which,  it  may  be  pre- 
sumed, the  Donor  had  in  his  mind  when  he  executed  the  act  of 
donation — a  Will  which  he  afterwards  confirmed  by  his  Codicil, 
and  ultimately  left  as  the  final  expression  of  his  wishes  touching 
the  disposal  of  his  estate. 

It  is,  however,  contended,  that  the  intention  thus  attributed  to 
the  Donor  is  inconsistent  with  the  law  of  Lower  Canada  touching 
donations  by  acts  inter  vivos;  and  that  the  majority  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  was  in  error  in  holding  that  the  power,  which  it 
supposed  the  Donor  had  reserved,  was  one  which  he  could  lawfully 
reserve,  and  one  which,  in  the  events  that  happened,  he  had 
efiectually  exercised.  These  propositions  are  now  to  be  con- 
sidered. 

It  has  been  assumed  that  the  effect  of  the  act  of  donation  was 
to  create  a  fiduciary  substitution  {^'JidSi-^mmisBaria  suhstiitUio  "), 
which  completely  satisfies  the  definition  of  such  a  disposition  given 
by  Thdvenot  cCEssavJea  de  Savigny  in  ch.  i.,  sec.  2,  of  his  Treatise ; 
inasmuch  as  by  it  Pierre  Roy  passed. the  absolute  property  in  the 
subject  of  the  gift  to  Joseph  Boy^  who  took  some  beneficial  interest 
therein,  but  became  ^^^r^v^"  with  the  obligation  to  transmit  on 
liis  death  the  thing  given  to  third  persons,  viz.,  his  children.  And 
such  a  disposition,  being  made  by  act  inier  vivos,  must  be  taken  to 
be  subject  to  the  general  rule  of  irrevocability  which  is  expressed 
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in  the  old  Coutumes  by  the  words  "  danner  et  retenir  ne  vaut.^  J.  a 
Again^for  the  trial  of  the  question  now  onder  consideration  it  1872 
must  farther  he  assamed,  that  the  ^^JidSucommissum  "  in  question  Hirara 
is  \?hat  TliSven6t  (chapters  zviL  and  xyiii.)  terms  *^  simple  "  and  not     *.  ^' 

^groAud^  i,6.,  that  it  extends  only  to  one  and  not  to  several  and       

saccessiye  classes  of  substitutes,  the  disputed  clause  being  only  the 
reservation  of  a  right  to  the  Donor,  and  the  question  being  the 
lawfolness  of  such  a  reservation. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinioui  that  for  the  law  which  obtains  in 
Lo/wer  Canada  they  ought  to  look,  in  the  first  instance,  to  the  Civil 
Code  of  that  Province,  which,  though  enacted  after  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  is  admitted  to  be,  when  the  contrary  is  not 
expressed,  declaratory  only  of  the  law  as  it  previously  existed. 
And  if  this  be  so,  it  follows  that  the  Works  of  learned  French 
Authors,  whether  written  before  or  after  the  promulgation  of  the 
Code  Napclion,  are  useful  only  in  so  far  as  they  explain  what  may 
be  ambiguous  or  doubtful  in  the  Canadian  Code;  they  cannot 
control  its  plain  letter  or  express  provisions. 

The  755th  Article  of  the  Code  says :  *'  Gift  inter  vivos  is  an  act 
by  which  the  Donor  divests  himself,  by  gratuitous  title,  of  the 
ownership  of  a  thing  in  favour  of  the  Donee,  whose  acceptance  is 
requisite,  and  renders  the  contract  perfect.  This  acceptance  makes 
it  irrevocable,  saving  the  cases  provided  for  by  law  or  a  valid 
resolutive  condition."  Articles  811  to  816  explain  what  are  the 
cases  provided  for  by  law,  but  none  of  them  are  material  to  the 
present  question,  unless  it  be  the  final  clause  of  Article  816,  which 
says:  '^The  stipulation  of  all  other  resolutive  conditions,  when 
I^ally  made,  has  the  same  effect  in  gifts  as  in  other  contracts." 
Again,  Article  779  says :  **  A  Donor  may  stipulate  for  the  right 
of  taking  back  Qle  droit  de  retour")  the  thing  given,  in  the  event 
of  the  Donee  alone,  or  of  the  Donee  and  his  descendants,  dying  . 
before  him.  A  resolutive  condition  may  in  all  cases  be  stipulated 
either  in  favour  of  the  Donor  alone  or  of  third  persons."  Article  782 
says:  ''It  may  be  stipulated  that  a  gift  inter  vivos  shall  be  sus- 
pended, revoked,  or  reduced,  under  conditions  which  do  not  depend 
solely  upon  the  V7ill  of  the  Donor."  And  Article  783  says :  "All 
gifts  inter  vivos  stipulated  to  be  reversible  at  the  mere  will  of  the 
Donor  are  void."    It  is  obvious  that  the  law  thus  declared,  how- 
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J.  a.      ever  closely  it  may  correspond  with  the  ancient  law  of  France  as 

1S72       contained  in  the  CoiUume  de  Paris^  differs  materially  from  the  law 

TiC^»      as  it  exists  under  the  Code  Napoleon.    The  latter  prohibits  substi- 

IhjTAux      ttttions  altogether,  and  avoids  the  instrument  which  attempts  to 

create  one,  but  retains  the  principle  of  the  irrevocability  of  a  gift 

by  an  act  inier  vivos,  subject  only  to  a  "  droit  de  retour"  which  it 
thus  limits  and  defines : — **  Le  donateur  powrra  slipuler  le  droit  de 
retovr  dee  ohjets  donnSs,  8oU  pour  le  cas  du  predides  du  doncdaire 
seul,  soit  pour  le  cos  du  prSdeces  du  donataire  et  de  ses  deacendans. 
Oe  droit  no  pourra  itre  stipule  qu'au  profit  du  donateur  seul*'  (See 
Code  Civil,  Articles  951,  894,  896.)  Nothing  is  said  in  these 
Articles  of  any  resolutive  condition  other  than  this  limited  **  droit 
de  retour'* 

A  resolutive  condition  (a  term  which  comprehends  the  "  dr(Ai 
de  retour^^  however  limited)  is  thus  defined  by  DaUoz,  BSpertoire 
de  Jurisprudence,  Article  1740  :**Il  y  a  condition  risolutoire,  en 
mati^re  de  donations,  hrsque  la  donation  se  rialise  immSdiatemenij 
avec  tons  les  effets  qu'dle  doit  produire,  au  profi  du  donataire,  mats 
sous  la  clause  que,  si  id  Mnement  ineertain  arrive,  la  donaiion 
prendrafin,  et  que  Us  choses  seront  remises  au  meme  itat  que  sU  ny 
avait  pas  eu  donation.  Le  donateur,  qui  itait  maitre  de  ne  point 
donner  du  tout,  peut  evidemment  ne  donner  que  sous  cette  modaliie. 
Mais  quel  sera  Veffet  de  racoomplissement  de  la  condition  resolutoirel 
On  vient  de  dire  qutUe  ne  suspend  point  la  rSalisation  de  la  dona- 
tion: ainsi  le  donataire  acquiert,  des  a  prisent,  la  propriete  meme 
des  liens.  Mais  lors  de  Vaccomplissement  de  la  condition,  la  dona- 
tion sera  rSsolue,  c'est-Ordirelque  le  donataire  eessera  d'etre  proprO- 
iaire  des  liens  qui  lui  ont  6t6  donnSs  et  livris.'* 

It  i$  obvious  from  this  passage  that,  when  a  resolutive  condition 
takes  effect,  it  operates  as  a  revocation  of  the  gift^  and  divests  the 
Donee  of  the  property  in  the  subject  of  the  gift,  which  the  act  of 
donation  had  conferred  upon  him.  If,  then,  it  was  competent  to 
Pierre  Boy  by  the  law  of  Lower  Canada  to  stipulate,  by  way  of  re- 
fiolutive  condition,  that  in  the  event  of  his  Son  dying  without  lawful 
issue,  the  property  should  pass  as  he  might  direct  by  Will,  there  can 
•be  no  difficulty  as  to  the  modus  operandi  of  the  condition  when 
it  took  effect.  The  proprietary  right  in  this  land  thereupon  ceased 
to  be  in  Joseph  Boypt  Us^heirs ;  it  fell  again  within  the  dominion 


V, 
DUTAVX, 
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of  Pierre  Boy,  and  became  capable  ot  passing  with  the  rest^of  his       J.  0. 
estate  nnder  his  WilL  1872 

Let  ns  now  try  the  legality  of  the  supposed  condition  by  the 
Articles  of  the  Canadian  Ck)de.  It  does  not  sin  against  the  prin- 
ciple of  irrevocability,  because  its  accomplishment  does  not  depend 
solely  on  the  Will  of  the  Donor,  but  on  the  happening  of  an  event 
over  which  he  had  no  control,  viz.,  the  death  of  Joseph  Roy  without 
issae.  If  it  be  objected  that  it  is  not  strictly  a  **  droit  de  retour  '* 
within  the  meaning  of  the  first  clause  of  Article  779,  because  the 
event  on  which  it  depends  is  not  that  of  the  Donee  and  his  descen- 
dants dying  before  the  Donor;  the  answer  is  that  it  may  never- 
theless be*' a  valid  resolutive  condition"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  subsequent  clause  of  that  section,  which  says  that  **  A  resolutive 
condition  may  be  stipulated  either  in  favour  of  the  Donor  alone,  or 
of  third  persons."  On  the  letter  of  the  Code  the  supposed  condi- 
tion seems  to  be  a  valid  one.  It  has,  however,  been  strenuously 
argued  on  behalf  of  the  Appellants  that  the  illegahty  of  such  a 
condition  is  established  by  the  authority  of  Writers  like  Demclombe 
and  Trojiong,  who  though  they  are  professedly  only  commenting 
on  the  Code  NapoUon,  incidentally  state  what  was  the  ancient  law 
of  France  on  this  subject.  Their  Lordships  desire  to  say  nothing 
that  may  seem  to  dentate  from  the  authority  of  these  eminent 
Jurists.  It  is,  however,  obvious  that  the  works  cited  do  not  profess 
to  be  a  complete  or  authoritative  exposition  of  the  old  law ;  and 
that  if  they  were,  it  would  not  follow  that  the  law  of  Lower  Oanaday 
doring  the  long  period  that  has  elapsed  since  the  separation  of 
that  province  from  Frarifie,  has  not  more  or  less  departed  from  the 
stricter  rules  which  even  before  the  Code  NapdUon  may  have 
obtained  in  France.  However,  their  Lordships  are  not  satisfied 
that  these  Writers  are  so  adverse  to  the  contention  of  the  Bespon- 
dents  as  they  have  been  represented  to  be.  Both  sides  have 
appealed  to  TrojUong^s  commentary  on  the  951st  Article  of  the 
Civil  Code,  vol.  ii,  pars.  1261  to  1269.  The  Article  is  that  which 
restricts  the  *^ droit  de  retour''  within  the  limits  above  mentioned. 
And  the  general  object  of  the  learned  Commentator  is  to  shew 
how  particular  provisions  may  fairly  be  construed  to  be  reser- 
vations of  a  *^ droit  de  retour"  rather  than  substitutions;  the 
consequence  being  that  in  the  former  case  the  reservatioui  if 
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J.  a       within  the  limits  prescribed  by  the  Code,  will  be  operative ;  and, 
}  .:  1872       if  beyond  those  limits,  will  be  simply  inoperative:  wh^eas  such 

TiCni      provisions,  if  construed  as  substitntions,  woold  vitiate  the  whole 
D   Aux.     disposition.   He  applies  this  reasoning  to  a  stipulation  for  a  **droU 

—  de  retour"  to  the  Donor  or  his  heirs,  arguing  that  it  was  not 
because  the  latter  was  really  a  substitution,  but  because  its  conse- 
quences were  similar  to  those  of  a  substitution,  that  the  Code 
NapoUon  limited  the  benefit  of  a  "  droit  de  retour  "  to  the  person 
of  the  Donor,  excluding  his  heirs.  And  he  fully  admits  that  b; 
the  ancient  law  such  a  reservation  would  have  been  valid,  and  that, 
if  the  Donor  happened  to  die  before  it  took  effect  bis  heirs  might 
have  claimed  the  benefit  of  it.  He  says,  there  will  always  be 
this  essential  difference  between  the  *  droit  de  retour '  and  a  substi- 
tution, that  in  the  former  case  the  heir  comes  forward  as  the 
representative  of  the  Donor  and  as  exercising  a  right  which  would 
have  come  to  him  by  reversion  if  an  exceptional  law  had  not 
deprived  him  of  it ;  whereas  the  substitute  is  only  a  third  person 
who  is  so  far  from  exercising  any  rights  of  the  Donor  that  the 
latter  in  making  an  institution  and  substitution,  has  shewn  that  he 
does  not  wish  to  retain  any  of  his  rights,  but  that  he  abandons  them 
alL  He  adds,  *^En  un  mot,  dans  le  droit  de  retour,  etifule  mem 
au  profit  dee  hiritiere,  la  ehm  donnSe  remante  vers  sa  source;  doM 
la  subeiitution,  eUe  ien  4htffne;  dans  Vun  eUe  est  eensSe  rentrer  dans 
la  succession  du  donateur  difunt,  eomme  si  die  n^enfui  jamais  sortie; 
dans  Tautre,  eUe  passe  dans  un  patrimoine  itranger^  Trophnjf 
Droit  civU  expliqui,  Tom.  IL  par.  1267«  therefore,  must  be  admitted 
as  an  authority  in  favour  of  the  proposition,  that  a  stipulation  for 
a  *^ droit  de  retour^*  to  the  Donor  or  his  heirs  was  permitted  by 
the  ancient  French  law.  He  no  doubt  afterwards  comes  to  the 
condusion,  that  where  the  stipulation  is  for  a  ''  droU  de  retour  "  for 
the  benefit  only  of  a  third  person,  whether  heir  or  not,  and  without 
mention  of  the  Donor,  the  stipulation  is  either  altogether  invalid, 
or  can  take  effect  only  as  a  substitution;  ^*le  donateur  n^etant  pa 
du  tout  dans  la  stipulation  de  retour"  But  on  this  it  is  to  be 
observed  that  if  the  stipulation  really  imports  the  reservation  of  a 
power  to  the  Donor  on  the  happening  of  a  certain  contingency  to 
dispose  of  the  property  by  his  Will,  it  is  in  substance  a  *' droit  de 
retour"  to  him,  and  his  testamentary  heirs,  although  he  is  not 
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expressly  named  in  the  condition ;  its  effect  being  to  bring  back  the       ^.  0. 
property  into  his  socoession  as  if  it  had  never  gone  out  of  it.    And       1872 
the  objection  founded  on  the  mere  letter  of  the  stipulation,  yiz.,       Hbbsb 
that  it  does  not  in  terms  mention  the  Donor,  can  hardly  prevail     j^xsvajszm 
against  the  words  of  the  779th  Article  of  the  Canadian  Code,  which       — 
says,  ^  A  resolutive  condition  may  in  all  cases  be  stipulated,  either 
in  favour  of  the  Donor  alone  or  of  a  third  person." 

Their  Lordships  having  to  deal  with  an  instrument  as  to  the 
construction  and  effect  of  which  there  has  been  so  much  difference 
of  opinion  amongst  those  conversant  with  such  dispositions,  and 
with  the  law  to  be  applied  to  them,  have  naturally  felt  considerable 
doubt  in  this  case.  But  the  conclusion  to  which  they  have  come 
is,  that  the  construction  put  upon  the  disputed  clause  by  the 
majority  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  is  correct ;  and  that  there 
is  nothing  in  the  law  of  Lower  Cki/nada  which  is  repugnant  to  that 
construction,  or  to  the  effect  given  to  it* 

They  may  further  observe,  that  even  if  the  Appellants  had  sue- 
ceeded  in  shewing  that  the  reservation  implied  in  the  construction 
put  upon  the  clause  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  was  unlawful,  they  would  not  thereby  have  established  their 
right  to  recover  in  this  case.  To  establish  their  title  they  must 
shew  that  the  clause  constituted  a  valid  and  irrevocable  substitution 
in  their  favour.  That  consequence  does  not  necessarily  follow, 
because  the  clause  was  not  a  valid  resolutive  condition,  or  even 
because  it  was  not  a  resolutive  condition  at  all.  The  argument 
for  the  Appellants  assumed  that  the  words  might  import  the  reser- 
vation of  a  power  to  the  donor  to  "grever'*  the  substitutes  with 
further  substitutions.  Hence,  if  he  did  not  intend  to  create,  and 
did  not  create,  an  irrevocable  substitution  in  favour  of  the  other 
heirs,  the  clause  may  well  be  taken  to  reserve  a  power,  which  has 
not  been  duly  exercised,  to  "  grever  "  the  institute  Joseph  Boy  with 
further  substitutions.  But  what  would  be  the  effect  of  holding 
either  that  the  condition  was  altogether  void,  or  that  it  reserved  a 
power  to  create  new  substitutions  in  succession  to  the  first,  which 
had  not  been  exercised  ?  The  effect  would  obviously  be  that  there 
was  no  valid  substitution  after  that  in  favour  of  JosepVa  children ; 
and  that  on  the  failure  of  that,  the  property  became  absolutely 
his,  and  capable  of  passing  under  his  Will.     On  this  view  of  the 
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J.  C.  jcage  it  would  be  only  necessary  to  qualify  the  grounds  of  the 
1S72  judgment,  which  would  have  to  remain  a  judgment  for  the  di^ 
ymtgy  missal  of  the  Appellants'  suit.  Their  Lordships,  however,  ha?e 
P^,^  already  intimated  their  opinion  that  the  judgment,  as  it  now  stands^ 
—       ought  to  be  aflSrmed. 

This  being  so,  it  is  unnecessary  for  them  to  decide  the  quesiioa 
of  ratification,  and  they  abstain  the  more  willingly  from  the  con- 
sideration  of  that  question,  because  they  hare  not  the  benefit  of 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  upon  it  They  may, 
howeyer,  observe  that  whatever  might  have  been  their  opinion  as 
to  the  effect  of  the  act  of  the  10th  of  October,  1848,  they  would 
have  felt  considerable  difficulty  in  holding  that  there  had  not  been 
*'  aeeeptaiion  taeiie  "  by  reason  of  the  receipt  of  the  rents  of  th« 
property  bequeathed  by  Joseph  Boy  to  Madame  Chroihi,  and  in 
distinguishing  this  case  from  that  of  Boy  y.  Qagnon  (1),  Nor,  as 
at  present  advised,  are  they  satisfied  that  Mr.  Justice  SmUh  was 
warranted  in  treating  the  amendment  in  the  pleadings  which  liad 
been  made  under  a  Judge's  order,  pronounced  after  hearing  both 
parties,  as  '^  utterly  irregular  and  insufficient  to  put  the  Plaintifis 
to  answer.'* 

Their  Ix>rdships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to  affirm  the 
judgment  under  appeal,  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellants :  W.  La  Penotiere. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Bdberts  &  Simpson. 

(1)  8  Low.  Can.  Rep.  46. 


Appellant  ; 

J.C* 

Ebspondent. 

1872 
Koo.  15, 16. 
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ALFBED  NELSON  LAUGHTON    .     .     . 

THE  HON.  AND  BIGHT  BEYEREND  THE) 
LOBD  BISHOP  OF  SODOB  AND  MAN/ 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  APPELLATE  COURT  OP  COMMON  LAW 
OF  THE  ISLE  OF  MAN.     • 

Biikcp^i  charge  in  OonvoocUitm — lAbel^^PrivUeged  communteation—Adual 

malice. 

The  charge  of  a  Bishop  to  hia  Clei^  in  ConTocation  ia,  in  the  ordinary 
sense  of  the  term,  a  privileged  communication ;  on  the  well  known  principle 
that  a  communication  made  hond  fidt  upon  any  suhject-matter  in  which 
the  party  has  an  interest,  or  in  reference  to  which  he  has,  or  honestly 
believes  he  has,  a  duty,  is  privileged,  if  made  to  a  person  having  a  correspond- 
ing interest  or  duty,  although  it  contains  criminatory  matter  which,  without 
that  privilege,  would  be  defamatory  and  actionable ;  provided  that^  the 
occasion  on  which  the  communication  is  made  rebuts  the  prtmd  facie  infer- 
ence of  malice,  in  fact,  arising  from  a  statement  prejudicial  to  the  character  of 
the  Plaintiff,  and  the  onus  is  upon  him  to  prove  that  there  was  actual  malice, 
that  the  Defendant  was  actuated  by  motives  of  personal  spite  or  ill-will,  inde- 
pendent of  the  occasion  on  which  the  communication  was  made. 

So  heldf  where  the  Bishop  of  Sodor  and  ifan,  in  a  charge  to  his  Clergy 
in  Convocation,  commented  on  a  speech  made  by  a  Barrister  in  his  character 
of  an  Advocate  instructed  to  oppose  a  Bill  before  the  House  of  Keys,  promoted 
by  the  Government^  vesting  additional  Ecclesiastical  patronage  in  the  Bishop, 
in  which  he  impugned  the  conduct  of  the  Bishop,  and  attributed  to  him 
motives  and  conduct  unworthy  of  his  character  and  position. 

Bdd,  also,  that  the  circumstances  of  the  case  warranted  the  Bishop  in 
sending  such  charge  to  a  Newspaper  for  publication,  and  that  such  course 
being  in  self  defence,  rebutted  any  presumption  of  malice  on  the  part  of  the 
Bishop.  SomtTvUU  v.  Hawkins  (1),  and  SpiU  v.  Matde  (2)  followed. 

The  cases  of  Whitdey  v.  Adam  (3),  and  Wright  v.  Woodgate  (4),  recognlBed 
and  aflSrmed. 

IHE  Appellant,  in  this  case,  brought  an  action  for  libel  against 
the  Bespondent  in  the  Common  Law  Court  of  the  Me  of  Man. 
The  declaration  contained  three  connts.    In  the  first  count,  the 

*  Present:— Sib  James  William    Colvile,    Sib    Babses    Peacock,   Sib 
MoBTAGUX  Edwabd  Smitb,  and  Sib  Robebt  Pobbstt  Colukb. 


(1)  10  C.  B.  583.  (3)  16  C.  B.  (N.8.)  892. 

(2)  Law  Bep.  4  Ex.  232.  (4)  2  C.  M.  &  B.  578. 
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J.  a       libel  was  stated  to  have  been  published  by  the  Bespondent  at  a 

1872       general  Convocation  of  all  the  Clergy  of  the  Island,  and  in  the 

Latohior    second  the  libel  was  stated  to  have  been  published  by  the  Be- 

TheBbhop  spondent  in  a  Newspaper  called  the  •*3fana5S^u».'*    The  third  connt 

OF  SoDOB     was  immaterial,  and  was  abandoned  at  the  Trial  by  the  Appellant's 

— .    '    Counsel.    The  Defendant  did  not  plead,  and  by  the  Law  of  the 

Ide  of  Man,  where  there  is  no  plea  entered  it  is  equivalent  to  a 

plea  of  not  guilty. 

The  action  was  tried  before  his  Honor,  John  Clowes  Stephen, 
Esquire,  Deemster,  and  a  special  jury,  at  the  Common  Law  Coart^ 
at  Bameay,  in  the  Island,  on  the  15th,  and  five  foUowing  days  of 
February,  and  the  1st  and  five  following  days  of  March,  1870. 

The  Deemster  directed  the  jury,  in  effect,  that  both  the  reading 
the  charge  by  the  Bespondent,  and  also  the  publication  of  it  in 
the  ^'  Manx  /SWn,"  which  was  admitted  at  the  Trial  to  have  been 
done  at  the  request  and  by  the  direction  of  the  Bespondent,  were 
privileged,  and  that  the  jury  could  only  find  for  the  Appellant  in 
case  they  thought  that  the  Bespondent  had  been  actuated  hy 
malicious  motives  against  the  Appellant,  and  had  exceeded  his 
privilege;  but  if  they  thought  there  was  such  excess,  then  that 
they  should  give  such  damages  as  were  commensurate  with  the 
excess.  The  jury  returned  a  verdict^  for  the  Appellant  for  £400 
damages. 

The  Bespondent  being  dissatisfied  with  the  verdict,  entered  a 
traverse,  of  appeal,  and  a  case  was  stated  for  the  appellate  Court. 
pursuant  to  sect  5  of  the  Island  Appellate  Jurisdiction  Act,  1867  (1). 

The  traverse,  or  appeal,  was  heard  by  the  Common  Law  Court, 
in  June,  1870.  The  Judges  who  heard  the  case  being  the  Lieu- 
tenant-Governor, the  President  of  the  Court,  Deemsters  Drink- 
wafer  and  Stephen  (the  Judge  who  had  presided  at  the  Trial),  and 
the  Clerk  of  the  Bolls  of  the  Island,  and  that  Court,  after  argument, 

(1)  Section    5  enacts,  that    ''The  by  hoth  parties  or  their  Advocates,  or 

Court  shall  not  on  hearing  a  traverse  in  case  of  their  disagreement,  to  1» 

consider  any  questions  as  to  any  deter-  settled  by  the  Judge  presiding  at  the 

minatioD,  ruling,  or  direction  of  the  trial,  and  signed  by  him,  and  filed 

Judge  at  the  trial  in  matter  of  law  with  the  proceedings  in  the  cause  or 

unless  the    points  or  objections   ob-  suit  at    least  three  days  before  the 

Jected  to  or  excepted  to  be  stated  in  hearing  of  the  traverse, 
the  form  of  a  case  in  writing  agreed  to 
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on  the  29th  of  June,  1870,  gave  jadgtnent  to  the  effect  that,  whereas       J.  0. 
at  the  trial  of  the  cause  '^  the  presiding  Judge,  the  Deemster,       1872 
charged  the  jury  that  if  there  was  actual  malice  in  the  alleged    lavoktov 
libel— not  malice  in  law,  but  actual  ill-will  against  the  Plaintiff,  fj^^  bbhop 
they  ought  to  find  damages  for  the  amount  of  the  excess;"  'Hhe    ^^  ^g^ 
Court  is  of  opinion,  that  such  charge  is  wrong  in  law,  that  the        —— 
document  complained  of  was  an  answer  to  a  charge  previously 
made  by  the  Plaintiff  in  the  action  against  the  Defendant,  that  the 
prima  faeie  inference  of  malice  was^  therefore,  rebutted,  and  that 
the  burthen  of  shewing  express  malice  lay  upon  the  Plaintiff.    The 
Court  is  further  of  opinion,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  express 
malice,  and  that  the  Deemster  ought  to  have  charged  the  jury  to 
that  effect,  and  to  have  told  them,  that  it  was  their  duty  to  find  a 
verdict  for  the  Defendant    It  appears  further  to  the  Court,  that 
no  new  trial  can  be  ordered  under  the  Act  of  Tjfmoaid,  the  Idctind 
Appellate  Jimsdietion  Act,  1867,  there  being  no  question  of  fact 
nor  any  question  as  to  amount  of  damages  remaining  between  the 
parties.     The  Court,  therdbre,  hereby  order  that  judgment  be 
entered  for  the  Defendant,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  do  pay  the  costs 
of  the  action  incurred  up  to  and  including  the  costs  at  the  trial  of 
the  cause  before  the  jury."    The  appeal  was  from  this  judgment 
The  material  facts,  as  they  appeared  in  evidence,  were  these : — 
The  Appellant  was  a  Barrister,  practising  in  the  Isle  of  Man, 
and  a  Bill  having  been  introduced  into  the  House  of  Keys,  intituled 
^  An  Act  for  the  division  of  the  Parish  of  Braddan^  he  was  in- 
structed to  oppose  the  Bill,  at  the  Bar  of  the  Hoase  of  Keys,  on 
behalf  of  certain  inhabitants  of  the  Parish  who  had  presented  a 
petition  against  it    The  Bill  had  been  introduced  into  the  House 
of  Keys  by  the  Attorney-General  of  the  Island,  and  would,  if  it 
had  become  law,  have  vested  additional  Ecclesiastical  patronage 
in  the  Bespondent     The  Appellant  appeared  at  the  Bar  of  the 
House  of  Keys  to  support  the  petition,  and,  among  other  matters, 
animadverted  upon  the  objects  with  which  the  Bill  had  been  in- 
troduced by  the  Bespondent ;  upon  the  effect  of  the  Bill  and  upon 
the  manner  in  which  the  Bespondent  had  exercised  his  Ecclesias- 
tical patronage ;  and  otherwise  upon  the  Bespondent's  management 
o{  his  Diocese.    The  Bill  was  thrown  out  by  the  House  of  Keys. 
The  Bespondent  afterwards  in  his  charge,  in  which  the  alleged 
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J.  C.       libels  were  contained,  read  the  same  at  a  Convocation  of  Clergy, 

1872        lield  in  the  Bishop's  Court,  on  Whit  Thursday,  1868  (1),  and  wrote 

'  TiAxmrm    ^^  ^^  Editor  of  the  ''  Manx  Sun "  a  Letter  enclosing  the  charge 

TmiBWoP  for  pubUcation. 

OF  SoDOB        In  the  charge  (amongst  other  things)  the  Appellant  was  repre- 

*    sented  as  employing  arguments  and  language  not  ordinarily  used 

by  any  man  of  high  professional  repute  when  pleading  before  a 
common  jury  or  a  Parish  vestry ;  of  making  slanderous  statements 
and  uncharitable  imputations ;  of  making  fialse  accusations  under 
the  apparent  sanction  of  well  informed  persons ;  of  making  state- 
ments with  entire  disregard  to  truth ;  of  being  a  wicked  man;  of 
making  calumnious  assertions;  and  of  being  guilty  of  the  sin  of 
bearing  Mm  witness  against  his  neighbour. 

At  the  trial  of  the  action  the  Bespondent  called  evidence  for  the 
purpose  of  shewing  that  the  Appellant's  manner  and  demeanour 
before  the  House  of  Keys  were  improper  and  irregular,  and  the 
Appellant  entered  into  evidence  to  rebut  this,  and  that  what  be  had 
spoken  was  spoken  strictly  in  pursuance  of  his  instructions.  The 
Appellant  also  tendered  evidence  to  shew  that  what  he  had  said  mth 
.reference  to  the  Bespondent  was  in  point  of  fact  true,  but  this 
evidence  was  objected  to  by  the  Counsel  for  the  Bespondent 

Sir  John  Kardake,  Q.C,,  and  Mr.  JET.  JS.  Mansei  Jones,  for  the 

Appellant : — 

The  occasion  on  which  the  libels  complained  of  were  pub- 
lished afforded  no  privilege.  Even  if  the  charge  to  the  Con- 
vocation was  privileged,  the  publication  of  the  charge  in  the 
"  Manx  Sun  "Newspaper  was  clearly  not  a  privileged  communica- 
tion. If  it  is  contended  that  the  libels  were  privileged  by  reason 
of  an  attack  having  been  made  upon  the  Bespondent,  and  that 
the  charge  to  Convocation  was  the  Bespondent's  defence  to  such 
attack,  still  those  parts  of  the  charge  complained  of  by  the  Ap- 
pellant were  not  necessary  for  the  defence,  and  were  no  answeis 
to  the  statements  made  by  the  Appellant  in  his  address  to  the 
House  of  Keys.  This  the  Bespondent  admitted  in  his  charge, 
which  he  stated  was  not  written  for  the  purpose  of  pleading  bis 

(1)  See  judgment,  post^  p.  505,  where  the  material  parts  of  the  Bishop's  charge 
are  set  out  in  txUnm>. 
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own  jostifioation.    The  question  of  malice  and  excess  of  privilege,        J.  0. 
if  there  was  privilege,   was  rightly  left  to    the  jury   by  the       1872 
Deemster,  and  their  verdict  was  conclusive  against  the  Appellant :    lau^^^t 
Coxhead  v.  Richards  (1) ;   Rooper  v.  TruacoU  (2) ;  Parmiter  v.  ,j^^^  bibhop 
Qmpland  (3)  ;  Hibba  v.  WUkimon  (4).    In  Dtekdm  v.  The  Earl  of    ""^^^ 

Wilton  (5)   Lord  Campbell  said,  "  Whether  or  not  the  occasion       

gives  the  privilege  is  a  question  of  law  for  the  Judge,  but  whether 
the  party  has  fairly  and  properly  conducted  himself  in  the  exer- 
cise of  it,  is  a  question  for  the  jury  ;'*  Cook  v.  Wildea  (6).  The 
publication  by  the  Bespondent  of  his  charge  in  Convocation  in 
the  Newspaper  was  evidence  of  malice  for  the  jury ;  he  had  no 
privilege  in  defending  himself  to  libel  the  Appellant ;  all  that  the 
Bishop  was  entitled  to  do,  to  exonerate  himself  from  the  charge 
of  malice  was  to  contradict  the  statements  made  by  the  Appellant ; 
he  had  no  right  to  impute  motives ;  and  the  jury,  in  such  circum- 
stances, rightly  found  that  there  was  malice,  and  their  verdict  was 
conclusive,  and  ought  not  to  have  been  disturbed:  Duncan  v. 
Davison  (7) ;  CatnipbeU  v.  Spottidwood  (8) ;  Fryer  v.  Kinnerdey  (9) ; 
Siarhie  on  Slander  and  Libel  [3nd  Ed.  by  Fdkerd],  p.  289,  where 
all  the  cases  are  collected:  Cockayne  v.  Hodffkinson  (10) ;  Wood- 
ward V.  Lander  (11);  Toogood  v.  Spyring  (12);  Hunter  v. 
Sharpe  (13).  The  course  adopted  by  the  appellate  Court  in  the 
Island  in  directing  judgment  to  be  entered  for  the  Defendant 
instead  of  entering  a  nonsuit,  which  would  have  enabled  the 
Appellant  to  have  brought  his  action  again,  was  not  merely 
irregular,  but  a  grievous  hardship  and  injustice  on  the  Appellant^ 
and  can  only  be  remedied  by  this  Tribunal. 

Mr.  A.  J.  Stephens,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  jB.  Shaw,  for  the  Eespon- 

dent  :— 

In  the  absence  of  express  malice,  the  Bishop's  charge  in  Con- 
vocation, and  its  publication  in  the  "Manx  Sun  "  Newspaper,  were 

(1)  2  C.  B.  575.  (7)  7  E.  &  B.  229. 

(2)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  457 ;  S.  C.  2  Scott,  (8)  3  F.  &  F.  421. 

672.  (9)  16  C.  B.  (N.S.)  422. 

(3)  6  M.  &  W.  105.  (10)  5  C.  &  P.  543. 

(4)  1  F.  &  F.  608.  (11)  6  Ibid.  648. 

(5)  Ibid.  426.  (12)  1  M,  C.  &  R.  181. 
(0)  24  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  367.  (13)  4  F.  &  F.  983. 
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J.O.  privileged.     The  charge  was  delivered  by  the  Bishop  in  the 

1872  exercise  of  his  Episcopal  and  official  duty,  and  the  pnblication 

jjjjjoaros  of  it  was  the  legitimate  mode  of  making  it  known  to  his  Clergy  in 

THE  BfflHop  g®^®^^  •  W<^^9on  T.  WaUer  (1).    Unless,  therefore,  the  Appellant 

OF  SoTOB  can  Bhev^  affirmatively,  that  there  was  express  malice,  malice  in 

AMD  M  Afft 

fact,  as  distinct  from  malice  at  law,  the  verdict  against  him 

was  rightly  .reversed  by  the  appellate  Conrt  in  the  Ida  of  Man. 
All  the  cases  that  have  been  cited  by  the  other  side  go  to  prove, 
that  there  mnst  be  express  malice  to  take  the  privilege  away. 
Here  there  was  no  question  of  malice  to  be  left  to  the  jnry.  The 
language  used  by  the  Appellant  in  his  address  to  the  House  of 
Keys  far  exceeded  the  limits  of  Professional  privilege,  or.  Pro- 
fessional practice,  such  as  we  are  accustomed  to  here ;  indeed  it 
seems  to  have  been  disapproved  of,  though  not  checked,  by  more 
than  one  Member  of  the  House ;  such  aspersions  on  the  Bishop's 
motives  and  actions  required  as  well  as  demanded  contradiction, 
and  the  remarks  on  the  tone  and  temper  of  such  aspersions  were 
not  only  called  for,  but  were  required  from  the  Bishop,  in  his  own 
justification.  The  vindication  of  his  character  from  such  calumnies 
was  both  natural  and  justifiable,  and  the  occasion  he  took  to  do 
it,  namely,  in  a  charge  to  the  body  of  his  Clergy  assembled  in 
Convocation,  was  a  most  proper  and  fitting  one.  Such  a  com- 
munication was  in  every  respect  a  privileged  one,  and  the  question 
of  malice  cannot  be  inquired  into :  Spill  v.  Mauh  (2) ;  Wright 
V,  WoodgaU  (3);  ToogooA  v.  Spyring  (4);  Taylor  v.  flair- 
hins  (5) ;  SomerviHe  v.  Hawkins  (6).  The  effect  of  the  Act  of 
Tynwald  of  February,  1703,  which  is  the  law  of  the  Isle  of  Man, 
and  has  been  recognised  by  the  Legislature  in  1813  and  1872,  as 
of  statutable  authority,  is  to  protect  the  Bishop  from  being 
accountable  for  any  act  done  by  him  bond  fde  in  Convocation : 
MUb,  Statute  Laws  of  Me  of  Man,  p.  161,  In  cases  of  privileged 
communications  for  publication,  the  question,  we  submit,  to  be  left 
to  the  jury  is,  not  whether  there  is  no  evidence,  but  whether  there 
is  any  evidence  that  ought  reasonably  to  satisfy  the  jury  that  the 
thing  sought  to  be  established,  as  the  malice  in  this  case,  is  proved : 

(1)  Law  Bep.  4  Q.  B.  73.  (4)  1  C.  M.  &  B,  181, 

i       (2)  Law  Bep.  4  Ex.  232.  (5)  16  Q.  B.  308. 

(8)  2  C.  M.  &  B.  673.  (6)  10  C.  B.  583. 
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Byder  y.  WambweH  (1) ;  Jewell  v.  Parr  (2);  Toomejf  y.  London       j.o. 
and  Brighton  BaUway  Company  (3) ;  WheeUon  y.  Hardisty  (4).       1872 
Applying  the  principles  of  these  cases,  we  contend,  that  upon  the    XiAxio^N 
£Edr  constraction  of  the  Bishop's  chaige,  in  connection  with  the  facts  ,p^^* 
and  circumstances  of  the  case,  the  language  used  is  not  of  such  a    of  Bodob 
nature  as  could  enable  this  Tribunal  to  say,  that  there  was  any    ^^^^__  "*' 
OTidence  on  which  a  jury  could  reasonably  have  inferred  malice : 
8coU  y.  StansJiM  (5) ;   Lawbsa  y.  The  Angh-EgypUan  Cotton 
Company  (6).    There  was  no  evidence  of  express  malice  for  the 
Deemster  to  leave,  as  he  did,  the  question  of  malice  to  the  jury, 
and  the  jury's  finding  can,  in  no  events  be  allowed  to  stand ;  the 
Deemster's  duty  was  to  have  explained  to  the  jury  that  it  was  not 
necessarily  unlawful  for  the  Bespondent  to  make  statements  having 
a  tendency  to  injure  and  lower  the  credit  of  the  Appellant^  pro- 
vided they  were  made  londjide  in  a  belief  of  their  truth,  and  in 
leference  to  his  own  defence  against  the  attack  made  upon  hinu 
The  jury  were  misdirected,  and  their  finding  was  rightly  set  aside 
and  reversed  by  the  Superior  Court. 

Sir  John  EarBUike,  Q.C.,  in  reply,  cited  Davison  v.  Ihmoan  (7). 

Judgment  having  been  reserved  was  now  delivered  by  1372 

Sib Eobebt  Colmbb :—  D«i.\^ 

This  was  an  action  of  libel  brought  by  the  Appellant,  who  is  a 
Barrister  practising  in  the  MeofMa/n,  against  the  Bishop  of  8odor 
(MdMan. 

The  libel  complained  of  is  contained  in  a  written  charge  read 
by  the  Bishop  to  his  Clergy  assembled  in  Convocation,  and  after- 
wards published  by  his  authority  in  the  ^  Manx  Sun  "  Newspaper, 
a  part  of  which  charge  purported  to  be  a  reply  to  a  speech  im- 
pugning the  conduct  of  the  Bishop  addressed  by  the  Plaintiff,  as 
an  Advocate,  to  the  House  of  Keys  in  opposition  to  a  BilL  The 
Bishop  pleaded  a  general  denial  of  the  allegations  in  the  declara- 
tion. The  case  was  tried  before  one  of  the  Deemsters  and  a  special 

(1)  Law  Eep.  4  Ex.  32-^9.  (4)  8  E.  &  B.  262. 

(2)  18  0.  B.  916.  (6)  Law  Rep.  3  Ex.  220. 
(8)  8  0.  B.  (N.S.)  160.      "  (6)  Law  Rep.  4  Q.  B.  262. 

(7)  7  K  d;  B.  229. 
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J;  c.        jary.    The  Deemster,  after  defining  the  legal  meaning  of  libel 

1872        left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the  language  of  the  charge  was 

i  Latgiitox    ^'  w^  ^ot  a  libel.     He  further  thus  directed  them:   "In  my 

The  Bishop   ^P^^^^  *^®  occasion  upon  which  the  alleged  libel  was  committed 

OF  SoTX)R    was  a  privileged  occasion,  subject  only  to  this — that  if  there  was 

'    malice,  actual  malice,  express  malice,  you  will  find  a  verdict 

against  the  Bishop  for  the  excess."    The  jury  found  a  verdict  for 
the  Plaintiff,  with  £400  damages. 

This  verdict  was  set  aside  by  the  appellate  Court  of  the  Isle,  on 
the  ground,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  express  malice  which  the 
Deemster  was  justified  in  leaving  to  the  jury,  and  judgment  was 
entered  for  the  Defendant,  in  pursuance  of  a  power  given  to  the 
appellate  Court  by  a  local  Act,  entitled  the  Ajppellaie  Jurisdiction 
Act,  1867. 

It  has  been  argued  before  their  Lordships,  that  the  delivery 
by  the  Bishop  of  his  charge  to  the  Clergy  in  Convocation  fell 
within  the  category  of  communications  absolutely  privileged,  with 
respect  to  which  the  question  of  malice  cannot  be  inquired  into, 
such  as  the  charge  of  a  Judge  to  a  jury,  or  a  speech  delivered  in 
Parliament. 

Inasmuch,  however,  as  one  count  in  the  declaration  is  founded 
upon  the  Bishop's  sending  a  report  of  his  speech  to  a  Newspaper 
for  publication,  a  proceeding  certainly  not  entitled  to  such  abso- 
lute privilege,  the  decision  of  this  question  could  not  dispose  of 
the  appeal,  and  their  Lordships  deem  it  enough  in  the  present  case 
to  determine,  whether  or  not  the  communication  was  a  privileged 
one  in  the  ordinary  sense  in  which  that  term  is  used,  that  is  to 
say,  a  communication  made  under  such  circumstances  that  the 
primA  facie  inference  of  malice  which  the  law  draws  from  all 
libellous  expressions  is  rebutted,  and  the  burden  of  proving 
express  malice  thrown  upon  the  Plaintiff. 

In  order  to  determine  this  question  aa  well  as  that  of  express 
malice  which  arises  if  it  be  determined  in  favour  of  the  Defendant, 
it  is  necessary  to  examine  the  character  of  the  attack  to  which  the 
charge  of  the  Bishop  purports  to  be  a  defence,  and  the  circum- 
stances under  which  that  attack  was  made. 

It  appears  that  a  Bill  was  prepared  by  the  Attorney-General, 
under  the  direction  of  the  Lieutenant-Grovemor,  intituled  **  An  Act 
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for  the  division  of  the  Parish  of  BraddanJ*  It  is  proposed  to  sever       J.  0. 
from  that  Parish  as  much  of  the  Town  of  Douglas  as  is  contained       1872 
within  it,  dividing  the  severed  District  into  three  Parishes,  and    LAroHTON 
conferring  on  the  Bishop  the  right  of  appointing  Vicars  to  two  of  ^^  bmhop 
them,  St.  Qecrge  and  SL  Thomas^  reserving  to  the  present  Vicar  of    «'  Sotk)b 

Braddon  all  fees  and  offerings  to  which  he  was  entitled.     It       

shoold  be  observed  that  a  dispute  was  pending  between  the  Bishop 
and  the  Vicar  of  Braddon  as  to  the  patronage  of  8t  Thomas* 
Chapel,  and  that  the  Bill  would  practically  have  settled  that 
dispute  in  favour  of  the  Bishop. 

This  Bill  was  introduced  into  and  passed  through  the  Council, 
whereupon  a  public  meeting  was  held,  described  to  be  of  a  some-  * 
what  excited  character,  in  which  resolutions  were  passed  for  peti- 
tioning the  House  of  Keys  against  it ;  this  meeting  was  addressed 
—it  is  said  effectively — by  Mr.  LaugJUon,  the  Appellant,  who  was 
retained  as  Counsel  to  oppose  the  Bill  before  the  House  of  Keys. 

The  purport  of  the  speech  of  Mr.  Laughion  to  the  House  of 
Keys,  which  is  said  by  one  of  those  who  instructed  him  to  have 
been  made  altogether  in  pursuance  of  his  instructions,  was  to  the 
following  effect : — 

He  contended,  that  the  Bill,  though  nominally  that  of  the 
Attomey-General,  was  in  reality  that  of  the  Bishop.  That  the 
Bishop,  under  the  cloak  of  anxiety  for  the  public  welfare  and  the 
cure  of  souls,  in  reality  sought  only  increased  patronage  for  him- 
self, at  the  expense  partly  of  the  Vicar  of  Braddan^  his  conduct  to* 
whom  was  described  as  an  attempt  **  to  take  by  violence  the  pro-- 
perty  of  his  neighbour."  After  enforcing  these  views,  not  only  by 
argument,  but  by  invective  and  sarcasm,  much  applauded  by  a 
large  number  of  persons,  who,  as  well  as  the  members  of  the^ 
House,  appear  to  have  heard  the  speech,  Mr.  Laughton  proceeded 
to  a  general  attack  upon  the  Bishop  in  these  terms : 

''  His  Lordship  came  here  in  1854,  and  what  has  he  done  in  the 
way  of  patronage  ?  Has  he  so  supported  the  Manvs  Church  as  to 
entitle  himself  to  the  support  and  confidence  of  the  Manx  Clergy 
and  the  Manx  people  ?  Has  he  advanced  the  spiritual  interests  of 
the  Diocese  over  which  he  was  appointed  ?  Has  he  been  careful  in 
all  ways  to  do  that  which  would  be  for  the  good  of  the  souls  com- 
mitted to  hid  charge  ?    Or  has  he  not,  by  act  after  act,  till  the 

Vou  IV.  3  2  R 
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J.O.       whole  Island  has  echoed  and  re-echoed  with  cries  of  *  shame!' 
1872       brought  a  foul  stain  and  scandal  upon  the  Church  ?" 
LATJGHT05        He  concluded  his  speech,  during  the  course  of  which  the  Speaker 
The  Bishop  of  the  House  more  than  once  intimated  to  him,  that  he  was  exceed- 
Man.    ^^S  ^^  province  as  an  Adyocate,  in  the  following  terms : — 

**  The  report  of  the  sentiments  and  opinions  uttered  here  will  go 
forth  through  the  press ;  and,  probably,  from  this  time  we  may  date 
the  restoration  of  the  Manx  Church,  and  its  future  advancement  may 
be  substituted,  for  what  has  hitherto  been  decided  retrogression." 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  he  here  refers  not  merely  to  the  facts 
which  he  was  instructed  to  state,  and  the  arguments  founded  on 
them,  but  to  ''sentiments  and  opinions"  which  the  Bishop  may  not 
unreasonably  have  supposed  to  hare  been  uttered  by  him  fully  as 
much  in  his  character  of  a  Manx  man,  as  in  that  of  an  Advocate. 

It  was  to  this  speech,  that  the  Bishop  in  the  next  assembling  of 
his  Clergy  in  Convocation  thought  it  proper  to  reply,  and  their 
Lordships  are  clearly  of  opinion,  that  his  charge  was  a  privileged 
communication,  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  term,  on  the  well- 
known  principle  that  a  communication  made  hondjide  upon  any 
subject-matter  in  which  the  party  communicating  has  an  interest, 
or  in  reference  to  which  he  has,  or  honestly  believes  hehas,a  dntv, 
is  privileged,  if  made  to  a  person  having  a  corresponding  interest  or 
duty,  although  it  contains  criminatory  matter  which,  without  that 
privilege,  would  be  defamatory  and  actionable:  Whiteleyy.  Adams{l). 

The  Bishop  had  manifestly  an  interest  in  explaining  and  defend- 
ing his  conduct,  if  indeed  it  were  not  strictly  his  duly  to  do  so,  and 
the  Clergy  were  deeply  interested  in  that  explanation  and  defence. 

It  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  the  publication  of  the  charge 
by  the  Bishop  in  the  local  Newspaper  was  equally  privileged. 
Considering,  however,  that  the  Laity  as  well  as  the  Cleigy  are 
deeply  interested  in  the  character  of  their  Bishop  in  his  conduct  of 
the  affairs  of  his  Diocese,  and  that  the  speech  impugning  his  cha- 
racter and  conduct  had  been  addressed  to  both  Clergy  and  Laity, 
and  conveyed  to  both  by  the  press,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion, 
that  the  Bishop  was  privileged  in  addressing  his  defence  to  both 
through  the  same  channel  which  had  conveyed  the  attack,  pro- 

(1)  16C.B.(N.S.)392. 
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Tided  that  lie  did  this  hand  fide  for  the  purpose  of  vindicating       J.  a 

himself,  or  of  informing  the  pnblio  npon  matters  which  they  were        1872 

coocerned  to  know,  and  not  of  defaming  or  injuring  the  Appellant.    LAuoHroy 

For  these  reasons  their  Lordships  agree  with  both  the  Courts  of  ^^jj  bwhop 

the  Isle  in  holding  that  the  oommnnication  was  a  privileged  one    of  Sodob 

*  »  ^^jjp  Man, 

in  the  sense  before  explained.  — 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  or  not  there  was  evi- 
dence of  express  malice  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  which 
ought  to  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury ;  not  indeed  a  mere 
particle  pr  scintilla  of  evidence,  but  such  as  could  ireasonably 
support  a  finding  for  the  Plaintiff.  Express  malice,  or  as  it  is 
sometimes  called '^  malice  in  fact,'' as  distinguished  from  malice 
inferred  by  law,  is  defined  by  ParJce,  B.,  in  Wright  v.  Woodgate  (1), 
wherein  he  thus  expresses  himself:  "  The  proper  meaning  of  a  privi- 
leged communication  is  only  this;  that  the  occasion  on  which  the 
communication  was  made  rebuts  the  inference  primd  facie  arising 
from  a  statement  prejudicial  to  the  character  of  the  Plaintiff,  and 
puts  it  npon  him  to  prove  that  there  was  malice  in  fact — that  the 
Defendant  was  actuated  by  motives  of  personal  spite  or  ill-will, 
independent  of  the  occasion  on  which  the  communication  was> 
made." 

It  has  been  contended,^that  malice  in  this  sense,  is  to  be  inferred 
from  the  language  of  the  Bishop's  charge,  and  nndoubtedly  a 
privileged  communication  may  be  couched  in  language  so  much  too 
violent  for  the  occasion  as  to  afford  in  itseK  evidence  of  malice, 
whereby  the  privilege  is  forfeited. 

The  parts  of  the  charge  relied  upon  by  the  Plaintiff  are  the  fol- 
lowing : — 

"  The  result  of  this  unavoidable  proceeding  is  now,  unhappily, 
too  well  known.  The  Act  was  proposed  by  the  Attorney-General 
of  this  Isle  as  a  public  Act ;  and  he  consented  to  make  himself  per- 
sonally responsible  for  it ;  I  declined  to  do  so  for  reasons  which  I 
am  not  at  liberty  to  state.  Vested  interests,  and  the  spiritual 
welfare  of  the  whole  Town  of  Douglas,  were  carefully  provided  for, 
and  a  special  clause  was  inserted  preserving  to  the  present  Vicar 
of  Braddan  his  alleged  legal  rights.    After  protracted  discussions 

(1)  2  0.  M.  &  B.  677. 
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J.  G.       this  proposed  measnre  was  passed  by  the  Council,  and  sent  by  the 

1S72       Lieatenant-GoTemor  to  the  House  of  Keys. 

LAtoHTON        ^  I*  grieres  me  much  to  be  obliged  to  speak  of  the  reception 

-,     ^         which  it  (the  Bill)  met  with  in  this  branch  of  the  Insular  Legisla- 

OF  Soi>oK    ture.    But  regard  for  the  Church  of  this  Isle,  for  my  own  official 

' *    influence  in  this  Diocese,  and  for  my  own  personal  reputation, 

compel  me  to  record,  where  alone  I  can  speak  on  such  a  subject 
with  becoming  regard  for  the  dignity  of  my  office,  my  emphatic 
protest  against  the  manner  in  which  this  proposed  measure  was 
treated  by  the  House  of  Keys ;  and  to  express  my  surprise  that 
any  Legislative  assembly,  however  constituted,  should  have  deli> 
berately,  and  with  fore-knowledge  of  what  was  intended,  permitted 
a  gross  personal  attack  to  be  made,  in  its  presence,  upon  a  mem- 
ber of  the  Council,  without  any  previous  notice  being  given  him ; 
and  that  it  should  have  encouraged  unproved,  charges  against 
the  Bishop  of  the  Diocese,  of  a  serious  nature,  to  be  made  the  basis 
of  an  argument  for  refusing  even  to  consider  the  Bill  as  a  public 
measure  ;  and  for  treating  it  as  a  private  Act,  introduced  by  the 
Bishop  of  the  Diocese,  under  false  pretences,  and  with  other 
objects  than  those  which  were  clearly  stated  in  the  preamble  of 
the  Bill. 

'*  If  the  statements  to  which  I  refer,  and  the  language  permitted 
in  making  them,  had  been  addressed  to  any  other  audience  in  any 
other  place,  I  should  have  treated  them  as  unworthy  of  any  serious 
attention.  But^when  they  were  deliberately  uttered  by  Counsel 
at  the  Bar  of  the  House  of  Keys,  pleading  in  behalf  of  one  of  my 
own  Clergy  and  others ;  and  when  no  member  of  that  House  chal- 
lenged the  accuracy  of  his  statements  of  facts,  though  some  pro- 
tested against  the^. intemperance  of  his  expressions;  and  when 
arguments  and  language  were  employed  with  reference  to  myself 
which  are  not  ordinarily  used  by  any  man  of  high  professional 
repute,  even  when  pleading  before  a  common  jury  or  a  Parish 
vestry,  the  influence  produced  by  such  a  proceeding,  throughout 
so  small  a  community  as  ours,  is  calculated  to  be  of  very  serious 
consequence,  indirectly,  to  the  Church  in  this  Diocese ;  and  the 
practical  residt  must  be  to  deter  me  from  making  any  other 
attempt  to  remedy,  by  local  Legislation,  any  of  those  difficulties 
which  have  grown  up  among  us,  from  time  to  time,  affecting  our 
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«piritaal  work,  and  which  are  becoming  day  by  day  of  increasing        j.  c. 
importance.  Ig72 

**Mapna  ed  verttas  is^  however,  an  aphorism  of  general  applica-    L^^^i^^? 
tion,  though  it  is  sometimes  very  slow  in  connteracting  the  effect  ^     ^*, 
of  slanderous  statements,  boldly  made,  and  of  uncharitable  impu-    of  Sodob 
tations :  and  we  all  know  how  any  refutation,  however  complete,  of 
&l8e  accusations,  propagated  under  the  apparent  sanction  of  well- 
informed  persons,  frequently  fails  in  having  its  due  weight  with 
ill-disposed  persons,  against  the  conclusions  of  preconceived  pre- 
judices and  of  foregone  conclusions. 

^Meanwhile  men$  eonseia  redi  must  be  the  solace  of  any  public 
man  who,  in  the  dischai^ge  of  his  official  duties,  has  to  exercise 
authority  in  opposition  to  old  customs,  or  to  private  interests,  or 
to  private  judgment^  as  much  as  to  hb  own  personal  inclinations ; 
BXid  fiat  jusUHa  ruat  ecehtm  must  be,  in  a  special  sense,  his  rule  of 
action  who  is  called  to  maintain  order  and  discipline,  as  well  as  to 
teadi  unwelcome  truths,  in  the  household  of  a  heavenly  Lord  and 
Master. 

''It  is  not  my  intdiition»  my  Beverend  Brethren,  to  plead,  as  it 
were,  before  you  my  own  justification,  in  reply  to  the  indictment 
which  has  been  preferred  against  me  in  another  plaoe^  under  cir- 
cumstances of  a  peculiarly  grievous  nature.  You  neither  desire  it 
nor  need  it.  The  time  may  yet  come  when  a  proper  opportunity 
will  be  given  me  of  exposing  the  entire  disregard  to  truth  which 
characterized  the  statements  of  which  I  have  so  much  reason  to 
complain.  I  can  only  remind  you  once  more  that  the  whole  body 
of  our  Church  must  necessarily  suffer  by  whatsoever  impairs  the 
functions  of  any  one  member  thereof;  and  I  think  it  hardly 
needful  for  me  to  assure  you  that^  as  I  should  feel  it  to  be  my 
bounden  duty  to  defend  the  humblest  Curate  under  my  charge  to 
the  best  of  my  ability,  against  any  false  imputations  injuriously 
affecting  his  ministerial  influence,  so  I  am,  for  the  Church's  sake, 
constrained  to  protect  the  office  whioh  I  hold  from  the  assaults  of 
wicked  men ;  and  this  is  the  only  time  and  place  which  enables  me 
to  do  so  with  due  regard  to  the  dignity  of  my  office ;  and  what  a 
learned  Judge  {Coleridge)  has  said,  remains  true, '  What  does  not 
withstand,  has  no  standing  ground.' 

''Doubtless  it  is  to  such  a  feeling,  or  what  we,  in  common  par- 
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j.O.       lance,  characterize  as  *  esprit  de  corps*  or  rather,  loyalty  to  the 
1872       Charchy  as  a  Church,  and  to  each  other  as  brethren,  which  impelled 
Lavq^ok    ^^™®  ^^  those  who  were  directly  or  indirectly  implicated  in  charges 
1^*         preferred  against  their  Diocesan  nnjnstly  to  state  publicly  facts  in 
QF^SopoB    refutation  of  calumnious  assertions :  and,  as  far  as  it  was  in  their 
power  to  do  so,  to  correct  misHStatements.   To  them  some  acknow- 
ledgment is  due  from  me  of  an  uncommon  exercise  of  honour,  and 
of  courageous  right  feeling ;  knowing,  as  they  must  have  done,  that 
they  exposed  themselves  tiiereby  to  misrepresentation  of  their 
(mimus,  and  their  motires.    It  would  have  been  well,  in  my  judg- 
ment, for  the  Church  and  for  themselres,  if  others  having  (as  we 
all  know  they  had)  the  power  to  do  so  had  acted  likewise;  or 
rather  been  the  first  to  set  the  example  of  doing  so.    However 
dignified  such  a  course  may  be  in  a  man  who  is  conscious  of  his 
own  integrity,  self-complacency  in  treating  the  sin  of  bearmg  false 
witness  against  a  neighbour  with  'silent  contempt'  is  not  at  all 
times,  and  under  all  circumstances,  a  sign  of  honourable  manli- 
ness; especially  not  so,  when   public  or  private  utterances  are 
seemingly  encouraged,  which  are  manifestly  prejudicial  to  the 
reputation  and  influence  of  a  Brother  or  a  friend,  who  bears  with 
them,  in  common,  though  with  various  measures  of  responsibility, 
the  title  of '  fellow-citizen  with  the  Saints,  and  of  the  household  of 
God/'' 

Some  expressions  here  used  undoubtedly  go  beyond  what  was 
necessary  for  self-defence,  but  it  does  not,  therefore,  follow  that  they 
afford  evidence  of  malice  for  a  jury.  To  submit  the  language  of 
privileged  communications  to  a  strict  scrutiny,  and  to  hold  all 
excess  beyond  the  absolute  exigency  of  the  occasion  to  be  evidence 
of  malice  would  in  effect  greatly  limit,  if  not  altogether  defeat, 
that  protection  which  the  law  throws  over  privileged  communica- 
tions. 

The  rule  on  this  subject  is  thus  expressed  by  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  in  SomervtUe  v.  EawJcins  (1) :  ''  It  certainly  is  not 
necessary,  in  order  to  enable  the  Plaintiff  to  have  the  question  of 
malice  submitted  to  the  jury,  that  the  evidence  is  such  as  neces- 
sarily leads  to  the  conclusion  that  malice  existed,  or  that  it  should 
be  inconsistent  with  the  non-existence  of  malice ;  but  it  is  neces- 

(1)  10  0.  B.  690. 
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sary  that  the  e?idence  should  raise  a  probability  of  malice,  and  be        J.C. 
more  consistent  with  its  existence  than  with  its  non-existence.''  1872 

The  rule  thus  laid  down  has  been  since  recognised  by  the  Court  latghton 
of  Common  Pleas  in  Harris  v.  Tlu>mjp8on  (1),  by  the  Court  of  ^^^  bishop 
Queen's  Bench  in  Taylor  v.  HawJciTis  (2),  and  more  recently  in  of  Sodob 
8piU  V.  Maule  (3)  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber.  In  the  — - 
last  case  the  communication,  primd  facie  privileged,  described 
conduct  of  the  Plaintiff  admitting  of  two  interpretations  as  "  dis- 
honest and  disgraceful."  In  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber  the  Chief  Justice  thus  expressed  himself: 
"  The  presumption  of  law  being  in  favour  of  the  absence  of  malice 
by  the  Defendant,  and  the  only  evidence  of  malice  being  his  de- 
scription of  acts  done  by  the  Plaintiff,  which  were  capable  of  a  two- 
fold construction,  that  presumption  of  innocence  which  attaches  to 
the  Writer  must  also,  where  his  act  is  capable  of  a  double  aspect, 
still  attend  him.  Starting  with  the  presumption  of  innocence  in 
his  favour,  we  must  presume  that  the  Defendant  did  entertain  that 
view  of  the  Plaintiff's  acts  which  induced  him  to  believe,  and 
honestly  to  believe,  and  say,  that  the  Plaintiff's  conduct  was  dis- 
honest and  disgracefuL  We  have  not  to  deal  with  the  question 
whether  the  Plaintiff  did  or  did  not  act  dishonestly  and  disgrace- 
fully ;  all  we  have  to  examine  is,  whether  the  Defendant  stated  no 
more  than  what  he  believed,  or  might  reasonably  believe ;  if  he 
stated  no  more  than  this,  he  is  not  liable  "  (4). 

Adopting  the  principle  of  these  cases,  their  Lordships  do  not 
think  it  necessary  to  determine,  whether  or  not  the  language  of 
Mr.  Laugkion  was  such  as  is  ordinarily  used  by  Barristers  of  high 
reputation^  nor  whether  or  not  the  accusations  against  the  Bishop 
were  false,  or  false  as  to  the  knowledge  of  the  Plaintiff  or  of  those 
who  instructed  him,  or  whether  they  were  preferred  honestly  or 
wickedly.  It  is  enough  that,  having  regard  to  the  circumstances 
and  nature  of  the  attack  upon  him,  the  Bishop  may,  in  their  Lord- 
ships' opinion,  have  honestly  believed  that  everything  which  he 
said  was  true,  and  proper  for  his  own  vindication,  although,  in  fact, 
some  of  his  expressions  exceeded  what  was  necessary  for  it ;  and 
that  the  language  of  his  charge  is  more  consistent  with  such 

(1)  13  C.  B.  333.  (3)  Law  Rep.  4  Ex.  232. 

(2)  16  Q.  B.  308.  (4)  Ibid.  p.  237. 
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J.  0.       honest  belief,  and  with  the  purpose  of  self-vindication,  than  with 
1872       that  of  injuring  the  Plaintiff.    This  being  so,  the  Deemster  ought 
Lauoetoh    ^o  ^^^^  decided,  in  accordance  with  the  case  of  SamerviUe  v.  Haw 
Thb  Bkhop  **^^  ^^^'  *^**  ^^®  language  of  the  charge  afforded  no  evidence  of 
OF  SoDOB    malice  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury.    Had  the  Bishop  referred  to 
— -  *    the  conduct  of  the  Plaintiff  on  any  other  occasion  than  that  of  his 
addressing  the  House  of  Keys,  or  made  any  general  attack  upon 
his  private  or  professional  character,  the  case  would  have  been 
different.    Some  attempt  was  made  to  shew  malice  by  evidence 
extrinsic  of  the  Bishop's  charge.    His  neglect  to  answer  the  Plain- 
tiff's Letters  was  relied  on  in  the  Court  below,  but  little  before  their 
Lordships,  because  the  explanation  was  sufficient  that  the  Letters 
were  sent  to  the  Bishop's  legal  adviser  to  be  answered  by  him.  It 
was  contended  that  malice  was  to  be  inferred  from  the  Bishop's 
Advocate  objecting  at  the  trial  of  the  action  to  the  proof  of  the 
truth  of  the  Plaintiff's  statement^  and  endeavouring  to  prove  the 
impropriety  of  the   Plaintiff's  demeanour,  but  their  Lordships 
concur  with  the  appellate  Court  that  no  such  inference  could  be 
properly  drawn.    Lastly,  it  was  insisted  that  the  sending  of  the 
charge  to  the  '^  Man»  Sun  "  was  evidence  of  malice.    This  was,  in 
itself,  under  the  circumstances  already  adverted  to,  no  such  evi- 
dence, but  if  there  had  been  evidence  of  malice  aliunde,  it  would 
have  been  proper  to  put  to  the  jvry  the  question,  whether  the  charge 
was  sent  to  the  Newspaper  hondjide,  or  maliciously  in  the  sense 
before  explained. 

For  the  above  reasons  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her 
Majesty  that  the  judgment  of  the  appellate  Court  of  the  Isle  of 
Man  be  affirmed,  and  this  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Gfray,  Johnston,  &  Mounsey. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Messrs.  Park  &  TF.  B.  Nelson. 

(1)  10  0.  B.  576. 
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JOHN  REDPATH  and  Others Appellants  ;        j.  €.♦ 

▲BD  1872 

JAMES  ALLAN  and  Others Bespondents.      j^^. 


THE  "  HIBERNIAN." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  VICE- ADMIRALTY  COURT  OP  LOWER 

CANADA. 

Lower  Canada,  Law  of  ^Statutes,  27  <fe  28  VicU  c,  18, «.  14,  and  27  <fe  28  Viet. 
c.  58,  8,  9 — Collision — Compulsory  Pilotage. 

The  Canadian  Statute,  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  13,  intituled  **  An  Act  to  amend  the 
Laws  respecting  the  navigation  of  Canadian  Watere,**  enacts,  by  sect.  14,  that 
*'  No  Oiraer  or  Master  of  any  Ship  shall  be  answerable  to  any  person  what- 
ever for  any  loss  or  damage  occasioned  by  the  fault  or  incapacity  of  any 
qualified  Pilot  acting  in  charge  of  such  within  any  place  where  the  employ* 
ment  of  such  Pilot  is  compulsory  by  law  ;**  and  the  Canadian  Statute,  27  &  28 
Vict,  a  58,  8.  9,  enacts,  that  **  The  Master  or  person  in  charge  of  each  Vessel 
exceeding  125  tons,  coming  from  a  port  out  of  the  Province  of  Quehec  and 
leaving  the  port  of  Quehec  for  Montreal^  shall  take  on  board  a  branch  Pilot, 
for  and  above  the  harbour  of  Quebec^  to  conduct  such  Vessel,  under  a  penalty 
equal  in  amount  to  the  pilotage  of  the  Vessel,  which  penalty  shall  go  to 
the  Decayed  Pilot  Fund :"  Bdd  on  appeal,  affirming  the  Judgment  of  the 
Vioe-Admiralty  Court  of  Lower  Canada,  in  a  cause  of  damage  by  collision, 
that  these  Statutes  are  to  be  read  and  construed  together  as  being  in  pari 
materia^  constituting  a  compulsory  pilotage,  and  exonerating  the  Owner 
of  a  Vessel  having  such  Pilot  on  board  from  liability  for  damage  inflicted 
on  another  Vessel. 

"Where  a  Statute  inflicts  a  penalty  for  not  doing  an  act  provided  for, 
the  penalty  enacted  implies  that  there  is  a  legal  compulsion  to  do  the  act 
in  question,  and  this  principle  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the  penalty 
has  a  particular  destination. 

IHIS  was  a  canse  of  damage  promoted  by  the  Appellants,  as  the 
Owners  of  certain  bags  of  sugar  which  were  laden  on  board  of  two 
Bai^s  called  the  A.  McFarren  and  the  Dora,  against  the  Steam- 
ship Hibernian,  owned  by  the  Respondents,  for  the  recovery  of 
damages  caused  by  the  loss  of  the  sugar  by  reason  of  a  collision 
which  happened  between  the  Barges  and  the  Steamship  Hibernian. 


*  Present : — SiB  James  William  Colvile,  Sib  Robert  Phillimoee  (Judge 

OF  THE  HlOH  COTTBT  OF  AdMIBALTT),   SiE  BaB!7E8  PsACOCK,    SiB   MONTAOUS 

Ebwabd  Smitb,  and  Sib  Bobebt  Pobbett  Collieb. 
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Ttte  collision  happened  shortly  before  noon  on  the  16th  of  June, 
1868,  in  the  Biver  St.  Lawrence,  between  Poinie  aux  Trembles  and 
Varermes,  off  Ide  a  TAigle. 

The  Mibemian  was  a  Mail  steamer  of  1391  tons  register,  and  was 
proceeding  down  the  81.  Lawrence  on  a  voyage  from  Montreal  to 
'  Liverpool,  with  cargo  and  passengers. 

The  Hibernian  was  in  charge  of  a  dnly  licensed  branch  Pilot  for 
the  river  St.  Lawrence,  whose  duty  it  was  to  pilot  her  from  Jfon- 
ireal  to  QuAeo.  The  Barges  were  proceeding  up  the  St.  Lawrence 
in  tow  of  a  steam-tug  boat  called  the  Canada.  The  consequence 
of  the  collision  was  that  the  Barges  sank. 

By  the  Canadian  Statute,  27  &  28  Vict  o.  13,  s.  14,  if  is  provided, 
that  no  Owner  or  Master  of  any  Ship  shall  be  answerable  to  any 
person  whatever  for  any  loss  or  damage  occasioned  by  the  fault  or  in- 
capacity of  any  qualified  Pilot  acting  in  charge  of  such  Ship  within 
atiy  place  where  the  employment  of  such  Pilot  is  compulsory  by  law. 

By  another  Canadian  Statute,  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  58,  as.  9, 10,  relating 
to  the  Trinity  House  o£  Montreal,  all  Vessels  of  more  than  125  tons 
burden  navigating  the  Si.  Lawrence,  between  Montreal  and  QuAee, 
are  bound  to  take  on  board  a  duly  licensed  branch  Pilot,  or  to  paj  a 
penalty  to  the  decayed  Pilot's  Fund  equal  to  the  amount  that  they 
would  have  had  to  pay  for  the  pilotage.  By  sects.  2  and  3  of  the 
same  Statute,  Pilots  are  required  to  pilot  any  Vessel  for  which  they 
are  engaged,  and  Masters  of  Vessels  are  allowed  to  choose  what 
Pilot  they  would  employ,  subject  to  certain  restrictions.  By  the 
Statute  relating  to  the  Trinity  House  of  Quebec,  12  VicL  c.  114,  &  55, 
it  is  enacted,  that  any  Vessel  entering  the  St.  Lawrence  without 
a  duly  licensed  Pilot  on  board,  shall  be  bound  to  take  the  first 
duly  qualified  Pilot  that  offers,  without  any  power  of  selection. 

On  the  11th  of  November,  1870,  an  action,  which  had  been  com- 
menced by  the  Northern  Transportation  Line,  as  the  Owners  of  the 
two  Barges,  the  A.  McFarren  and  the  Dora,  which  had  contained  the 
sugar,  for  their  loss,  was  consolidated  with  this  cause  of  damage. 

The  case  was  heard  before  the  Honourable  Henry  Black,  C.B., 
the  Judge  of  the  Vice- Admiralty  Court  of  Lower  Canada,  now  the 
Province  of  Quebec,  assisted  by  two  nautical  Assessors. 

The  facts  which  were  proved  with  respect  to  the  employment 
by  the  Bespondents  of  the  Pilot,  were  as  follows: — 

The  Pilot,  Adolphe  Lisie,  was  license  1  Pilot,  and  had  been  usually 
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employed  by  the  Respondents  since  the  year  1860,  taking  his  turn       J.  C. 
with  two  other  Pilots,  who  were  also  in  their  employ,  in  piloting        1872 
the  mail  Steamers  belonging  to  the  Montreal  Ocean  Steam  Ship     Bsdfath 
Company,  of  which  the  Bespondents  were  the  Owners,  between      atT.'av 
Monireal  and  Quebee.    ^e  Pilots  so  engaged  were  free  from  the       =— 
duty  imposed  upon  other  Pilots  for  the  Port  of  the  St  Lawrence  ^^nissajms:* 
between  Montreal  and  QuAed,  of  piloting  any  Vessels  whose  Owners 
engaged  them  with  the  consent  of  the  Master  of  the  Montreal  Trinity 
House,  but,  being  qualified  branch  Pilots,  they  occasionally  piloted 
other  Yessek  when  not  employed  in  piloting  the  mail  steamers. 

The  nautical  Assessors^  in  reply  to  questions  put  to  them  by  the 
Judge  found,  amongst  other  matters,  that  the  collision  did  notarise 
from  unavoidable  circumstances,  they  stated, "  that  the  Barges  were 
sunk  without  any  fault  or  defect  attrilmtable  to  them  or  their  crews, 
or  to  the  Canada^  by  which  they  were  towed,  and  the  blame  rested 
Mrith  the  Hibernian  alone.  That  the  collision  did  not  arise  from 
auy  fault  of  the  OfScers  or  crew  of  the  Hibernian,  but  solely  and 
exdusiyely  from  that  of  her  Pilot,"  and  that  the  Canada,  her  tows, 
and  their  crews,  were  not  to  blame  for  the  collision,  as  it  is  known 
that  a  tug  Steamer  with  so  noiany  Vessels  in  tow  could  alter  her 
course  readily,  and  the  Hibernian  haying  seen  her  so  far  off  ought  to 
have  known  this,  and  taken  proper  precautions  in  time  to  prevent 
collision. 

In  these  findings  the  Judge  of  the  Vioe^Adnuralty  Court  con- 
curred, but  on  the  2nd  of  December,  1870,  gave  judgment,  dismis- 
fiiug  the  Owners  of  the  Hibernian  from  the  suit,  upon  the  ground, 
that  the  Master  was  bound  to  take  a  Pilot  on  board  and  place  him 
in  charge,  in  conformity  with  the  requirements  of  the  law,  and  the 
collision  having  been  occasioned  entirely  by  the  fault  of  that  Pilot, 
the  Owners  were  entitled  to  exemption  from  liability. 

The  Appellants  asserted  an  appeal  from  this  Decree  toHer  Majesty 
in  Council ;  but  having  fiAiled  to  present  a  petition  of  appeal  within 
six  months,  a  petition  was  presented  to  the  Queen  in  Council  for 
special  leave  to  prosecute  the  appeal,  on  the  ground  that  the  real 
Appellants  were  American  subjects,  and  were  unaware  that  the 
Statute,  26  Yict.  c.  24,  s.  23,  limited  the  time  of  appealing  from 
the  y ice-Admiralty  Cotirt  to  six  months,  believing  that  a  year  and 
ft  day  was  the  time  limited  for  appeabng;  and  on  the  5th  of 
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J«  0.       February,  1872,  an  Order  was  made  by  the  Queen  in  Council, 
J^       granting  leave  to  the  Appellants  to  prosecute  the  appeal,  which 
Bbdpath    accordingly  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

—  Sir  John  Kardake,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  H.  M.  Bompas,  for  the  Appet 

•  HZBEBKIAX."  lantS  : 

The  general  and  maritime  law  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  in 
England  is  the  law  that  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  Lotoer  Canada  h 
bound  to  administer.  The  rights  of  suitors  in  the  Vice- Admiralty 
Court  of  Lotoer  Canada  cannot  be  aflTected,  or  taken  away,  by  a 
Canadian  Statute.  The  suit  might  hare  been  brought  in  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty,  who  would  have  disregarded  the  Canadian 
Statutes.  This  is  a  material  consideration,  and  ought  to  con- 
clude this  case ;  The  EdBey  (1) ;  but  the  Judge  of  the  Yice- 
Admiralty  Court  of  Lower  Canada  has  decided  the  case  on  the 
construction  of  the  Canadian  Statute,  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  13.  Section  14 
of  that  Statute  exempts  the  Owners  of  Vessels  from  liability  for 
the  acts  of  Pilots  whom  they  are  obliged  compulsorily  to  take  on 
Board ;  but  if  that  Statute  is  applicable  at  all,  it  applies  only  to 
cases  in  which  the  particular  Pilot  is  taken  on  board  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Statute,  and  not^  as  in  this  case,  where  the  Pilot 
may  be,  and  was,  selected  by  the  Master  of  the  Vessel,  whose  ser- 
vant the  Pilot  becomes.  The  penalty  provided  by  the  Statute 
makes  it  optional  in  the  Master  to  take  a  Pilot  on  board:  The 
Creole  (2) ;  The  Lotus  (3) ;  and  the  uniform  selection  of  the  same 
Pilot,  which,  it  is  proved  in  evidence,  was  the  practice  of  the  Master 
of  the  SUbernian^  was  not  a  compliance  with  the  compulsory  pro- 
visions of  the  Act,  but  only  creates  the  relation  of  Master  and 
Servant  between  the  Master  and  the  Pilot  The  learned  Judge  in 
the  Court  below  relied  exclusively  on  The  Batavier  (4),  which  was 
a  case  of  compulsory  Pilotage,  and  it  was  held  that,  in  such 
circumstances,  the  uniform  employment  of  the  same  Pilot  did 
not  take  away  the  exemption  from  liability  under  the  Pilot  Ad 
(6  Geo.  4,  c.  125,  s.  55).  In  The  Christiana  (5)  there  was  no  option, 
as  in  this  case,  where  the  Master  was  at  liberty  either  to  take  a 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  0.  193.  (4)  2  W.  Rob.  407. 

(2)  2  Wallace  Jr.,  Rep.  485.  (5)  7  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  160. 

(3)  11  Low.  Can.  Rep.  342. 
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Pilot  or  pay  the  valae  of  his  serrices.    In  AUomey-Oenerai  y.        J.  C. 
Case  (1),  the  distinction  between  yolnntary  and  compulsory  Pilot-        1872 
age  is  yery  clearly  exemplified,  and  upon  the  prindples  there     bedpate 
stated,  the  Sespondents,  not  being  compelled  by  law  to  take  a  Pilot      ^1^,^ 
on  board,  were  clearly  liable  :  Oarruthera  y.  Sydebotham  (2) ;  The        — - 
Maria  (3).  Eyen  where  the  Pilotage  is  compulsory  by  law,  sect.  14  ^HomviAH.'^ 
of  the  Canadian  Statute,  27  &  28  Vict  c.  13,  sect  13,  exempts 
the  Master  or  Owner,  when  the  damage  is  occasioned  by  the  fault 
or  incapacity  of  a  qualified  Pilot,  which  clearly  shews  that  under 
that  Act  the  Pilotage  is  to  be  deenied  yoluntary.    All  the  Ameri- 
can authorities  are  collected  in  the  report  of  the  case  of  The 
China  (4),  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
and  in  which  it  was  held,  that  though  in  the  circumstance  of  that 
case  the  Pilotage  was  compulsory,  neyertheless  the  Owners  were 
not  exempt  from  liability  for  the  Pilot's  mismanagement    The 
object  of  the  Canadian  Statutes  is  not  to  make  Pilotage  com- 
pulsory, as  in  Enfflandj  for  the  purposes  of  nayigation,  but  simply 
to  encourage  Pilots  by  creating  a  common  fund  from  the  dues 
given    them  for  the  benefit    of   the  Pilots    themselyes.      The 
Peerless  (5),  and  The  HaHey  (6),  were  cases  of  collision  in  Foreign 
waters,  and  the  prindpal  question  in  those  cases  was,  what  law 
was  to  preyail. 

Mr.  C.  Butt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  C.  ClarJcson,  appeared  for  the 
Hespondents. 

Their  Lordships  intimated  to  the  Bespondents'  Counsel  that 
they  would  consider  the  case  and  the  authorities  referred  to, 
before  calling  on  them,  and  ultimately  gaye  judgment  without 
hearing  them. 

Judgment  was  now  deliyered  by  1872 

Sib  Bobert  Phillimobe  : —  -^*»- 17. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  Decree  of  the  Judge  of  the  Vice- 
Admiralty  Court  of  Lower  Canada,  in  a  cause  of  damage  brought 

(1)  3  Price,  302.  (4)  1  W.  RoU95. 

(2)  4  M.  &  S.  77.  (5)  Lush.  30. 

(3)  7  Wallace's  Snp.  Ck)urt  (U.  S.)  (6)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  a  198. 
Kep.  pp.  53,^7. 
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J.  c.       by  the  Owner  of  a  certain  cargo  laden  on  board  of  two  Barges, 

1872       against  the  Steamship  Eibemian.    The  collision  happened  in  iLe 

Bedpath    Biver  St.  Lawrenee  between  Paitiie  aux  Tretnhles  and  Varennei,  off 

AiAAN,     ^^  ^  VAigU.    The  Exbemian  was  a  large  mail  Steamer,  proceed- 

z; —       ing  with  cargo  and  passengers  down  the  8t.  Lawrence^  on  a  voyage 

''HiBEBN JAN."  from  Mordreal  to  Liverpool:  the  Barges  were  proceeding  up  the 

Eirer,  in  tow  of  a  Steam-tug.    The  Eihemian  ran  into  the  Baiges 

and  sank  them.    The  Court  below  found  that  the  Hibernian  was 

alone  to  blame  for  this  collision,  and  the  justice  of  this  deciBioa 

has  not  been  controverted ;  but  the  Court  below  also  found  that 

the  Hibernian  was  at  the  time  of  the  collision  under  the  charge  of 

a  Pilot,  taken  on  board  by  compulsion  of  law ;  and  that,  therefore, 

her  Owners  were  exempt  from  the  liability  which  the  Ship  would 

otherwise  have  incurred.    It  is  from  this  part  of  the  decision 

that  the  appeal  has  been  prosecuted.    It  is  not  disputed  that  a 

proper  Pilot  was  on  board;  that  he  took  charge  of  the  Yessel; 

gave  the  orders  for  her  navigation ;  that  they  were  obeyed ;  and 

that  the  collision  ensued  in  consequence. 

It  has  been  contended  by  the  Appellants,  nevertheless,  that  the 
Hibernian  is  not  relieved  from  her  liability.  This  contention  is 
founded  upon  this  position,  that  the  general  and  maritime  law  is 
alone  applicable  to  the  case,  by  which  law  the  wrongdoing  Yessel 
is  bound  to  make  full  compensation  to  the  suffering  Yessel  for  the 
damage  inflicted  upon  her. 

In  order  to  sustain  this  position,  it  has  been  asserted — first,  that 
the  Canadian  Statutes,  presently  to  be  mentioned,  on  which  the 
learned  Judge  relied,  are  without  authority  in  the  Yice-Admiralty 
Court 

It  has  been  said  at  the  Bar  that  this  suit  might,  and  so  far  the 
statement  is  correct,  have  been  instituted  in  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty,  which  it  is  also  said  would  not  have  taken  cognizance 
of  the  Statutes,  and  in  support  of  this  startling  proposition  the 
case  of  The  HaUey  (1),  decided  by  this  Tribunal,  was  cited.  Their 
Lordships  are  wholly  unable  to  follow  the  reasoning  of  Counsel 
upon  this  point. 

In  the  case  of  The  HoiUey^  the  judgment  turned  upon  a  question 
as  to  the  partial,  or  entire,  adoption  or  rejection  of  the  law  of  a 
(1)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  C.  193. 
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foreign  Conntry.  In  the  present  case,  the  law  invoiced  is  contained  J.  C. 
in  an  Act  of  the  Legislature  of  a  Colony  belonging  to  the  Crown,  1S72 
and  ratified  by  the  express  sanction  of  Her  Majesty.  Bedpath 

Their  Lordships  hare  no  doubt  whatever  that  this  law,  in  every      jj^^ 
case  to  which  it  is  applicable,  is  of  binding  authority,  equally  in        - — 
the  Queen's  High  Court  of  Admiralty  and  in  the  Vice-Admiralty  "Hibernian/  - 
Court  of  Canada,  as  a  Court  of  appeal  from  which,  it  is  to  be       """ 
observed,  their  Lordships  are  now  sitting. 

Secondly,  it  was  argued  that  the  Canadian  Statute  (27  &  28  Vict. 
€.  58)  did  not  make  the  taking  of  a  Pilot  compulsory  upon  the 
Exbemian.  The  10th  section  of  that  Statute  is  as  follows: — 
"  The  Master  or  person  in  charge  of  each  Vessel  over  one  hundred 
and  twenty-five  tons,  leaving  the  Port  of  Montreal  for  a  Port  out 
of  this  Province,  shall  take  on  board  a  branch  Pilot  from  and 
above  the  Harbour  of  Quebec,  to  conduct  such  Vessel,  under  a 
penalty  equal  in  amount  to  the  Pilotage  of  such  Vessel,  which 
penalty  shall  go  to  the  Decayed  Pilot  Fund." 

It  was  contended  that,  by  the  language  of  this  section,  no  com- 
pulsion is  put  upon  the  Master  to  take  a  Pilot,  but  that  for  not 
doing  so  merely  a  penalty  is  imposed.  That,  though  the  term 
"penalty  "  is  used,  it  is  only  meant  in  the  sense  of  an  order  to  con- 
tribute to  a  particular  fund — the  support  of  which  is  a  matter  of 
public  policy.  But  their  Lordships  are  of  a  difierent  opinion; 
they  hold  that  when  a  Statute  inflicts  a  penalty  for  not  doing  an 
act,  the  penalty  implies  that  there  is  a  legal  compulsion  to  do  the 
act  in  question ;  and  that  this  principle  is  not  affected  by  the  fact 
that  a  penalty  has  a  particular  destination. 

Various  decisions  in  the  Courts  of  the  Untied  States  of  North 
America,  and  especially  one  of  very  high  authority  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  were  cited  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  such  an  order, 
with  respect  to  taking  a  Pilot,  as  is  contained  in  the  section  referred 
to,  does  not  release  the  Ship  from  the  liability,  the  obligatio  ex 
delicto,  which,  by  the  general  maritime  law,  attaches  to  the  wrong- 
tloer ;  and  it  certainly  does  appear  that  upon  this  point  the  deci- 
sions of  the  American  Courts  are  at  variance  with  the  later  decisions 
of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  aflRrmed  by  the  Judicial  Com- 
mittee of  the  Privy  Council;  this  variance  is  certainly  much  to  be 
i^gretted,  but  if  it  were  necessary  to  decide  the  present  case  upon 


V. 


Tbb 


618  OASES  IN  THE  PBIV7  OQUKGIL.  [L  B. 

J.  0.       this  point  alone^  their  Lordships  would  think  themselves  hound  to 
1872        follow  the  precedents  of  the  English  Courts.    It  is  to  be  obserred, 
Bkofatb    however,  that  no  decision  has  yet  been  given  by  the  American 
Courts  upon  the  effect  of  a  Statute  releasing  in  express  terms  a 
wrongdoing  Vessel  from  liability,  upon  the  ground  of  oompalsoiy 
MHno^nAs."  pilotage.     In  the  case  of  The  China,  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Courts  Mr.  Justice  Bwayne  observed:  ''The  New  York  Statute 
creates  a  system  of  pilotage  regulations.    It  does  not  attempt,  in 
terms,  to  give  immunity  to  a  wrongdoing  YesseL    Such  a  pro- 
vision in  a  State  law  would  present  an  important  question,  which, 
in  this  case,  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  (1). 

The  other  Canadian  Statute,  to  which  reference  must  now  be 
made,  is  27  8c  28  Vict  c.  13,  intituled  **  An  Act  to  amend  the 
Law  respecting  the  Navigation  of  Canadian  Waters,"  in  which 
Waters,  it  is  to  be  borne  in  mind,  this  collision  took  place.  By  the 
14th  section  it  is  enacted  that ''  No  Owner  or  Master  of  any  Ship 
shall  be  answerable  to  any  person  whatever  for  any  loss  or  damage 
occasioned  by  the  fault  or  incapacity  of  any  qualified  Pilot  acting 
in  charge  of  such  Ship,  within  any  place  where  the  employment 
of  such  Pilot  is  compulsory  by  law." 

Their  Lordships  entertain  no  doubt  that  these  two  Canadian 
Statutes  are  to  be  read  and  construed  together  as  being  in  fan 
materia,  and  that  the  Owner  of  a  Ship  navigated  in  Canadian 
waters,  under  the  directions  of  a  Pilot  taken  on  board  in  compli- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  these  Statutes,  employs  the  Pilot  so 
taken  on  board  by  compulsion  of  law,  and,  therefore,  except  in  cir- 
cumstances of  special  exception,  which  it  is  not  necessary  to  enume- 
rate, is  expressly  exonerated,  according  to  the  law  of  Lower  Canada, 
from  all  liability  to  compensation  for  damage  inflicted  upon  another 
Vessel  in  consequence  of  obedience  to  such  directions. 

It  remains  only  to  notice  the  argument  that  the  Pilot  in  this 
case  was  selected  by  the  Master,  and,  therefore,  that  the  relation  of 
Master  and  servant  subsisted  between  the  Pilot  and  the  Captain, 
representing  the  Owners.  We  think  this  argument  is  unsound. 
The  2nd  section  of  the  former  Canadian  Act  enacts  that  ^'  The 
Begistrar  of  the  said  Trinity  House  at  Montreal  shall  record  in  a 
register,  to  be  kept  by  him  for  that  purpose,  the  names  and  resi- 
(1)  7  Walhioe'B  Rep.  Sup.  Court  (U.  S.)  Bep.  pw  67. 
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dence  in  Montreal  of  all  such  branch  Pilots  as  shall  so  report       J.  C. 
themselveSy  from  amongst  whom  it  shall  be  competent  for  all  ship*       1872 
masters  and  others  requiring  branch  Pilots  to  select  such  Pilot  or     bkdpath 
Pilots  as  they  may  think  fit,  other  than  those  actually  engaged      ^^ 

to  pilot  the  ocean  mail  Steamers,  or  any  of  them,  and  to  indicate       

to  the  said  Begistrar  the  name  or  names  of  such  Pilot  or  Pilots  as  "Hibebkiak. 
they  may  select,**  &o. 

It  is  plaitaL  that  the  epithet  ^^  such,"  here  applied  to  Pilot,  refers 
to  the  particular  qualified  class  out  of  which  the  Master  is  obliged 
to  select  one  person,  and  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  this 
restriction  operates  to  destroy  the  relation  of  Master  and  servant 
which  would  arise  in  the  case  of  a  free  choice  made  by  the 
Master. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  recommend  Her  Majesty  to  affirm 
the  Decree  of  the  Yice-Admiralty  Court,  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal 
with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Bisohoff^  Bompas,  d  Bmhoff. 
Solicitors  for  tha  Bespondents :  OeUatbf,  S(m,  db  Warton. 


MALCOMSON Appellant;        j.c* 

AND  1872 

•IHE    GENERAL     STEAM     NAVIGATION  1 i>^^. 

COMPANY 


|Bbspondbkts.      — 


THE  "RANGER"  and  THE  "COLOGNE." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTY. 

Skip  and  Shipping — Collision — Steering  and  Sailing  BuUs — Navigaiion  of  the 

Biver  Thames, 

It  is  the  general  practice  for  Steam  Vessels  going  down  the  River  Thames  to 
keep  on  the  north  side.  If,  therefore,  a  Vessel  rounding  a  bend  on  the  north  side, 
under  a  port  helm,  on  her  way  up  the  River,  sees  the  red  light  of  one  rounding 


*  Present:— Sib  Jakbs  William  Colvilk,  Sib  BABinss  Peacoci^  Sib  Moir- 
TA0X7B  Edwabd  Smith,  and  Sib  Robsbt  Pobbett  Collieb. 
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J,  0.  the  same  bend  on  ber  way  down,  over  ber  starboard  bow,  and  nearer  the  north 

.g-o  B^^®  than  she  is  herself,  she  is  not  justified  in  snpposing  that  the  Vessel 

wv^  coming  down  will  cross  her  north,  and  pass  her  on  her  port  side. 

Halcomson  Vessels,  under  these  circumstances,  are  not  crossing  Vessels  within  tbe 

The  Genbbal  meaning  of  the  14th  article  of  the  Steering  and  Sailing  Bales. 
Stbam  The  rule  laid  down  in  The  VdooUy  (1)  followed. 

Navioatios 

1^  '  XHIS  was  an  appeal  and  cross  appeal  from  a  Decree  of  tbe 
''rJ^eb"  ^S^  Court  of  Admiralty  pronounced  in  a  cause  of  damage  insti- 
*•  Oo^  '^^'^  *^*^  ^y  *^^  Oenerai  Steam  Navigation  Company,  the  Owners  of 

the  Steam-Tessel  Cologne,  against  the  Steam-yessel  Banger,  her 

tackle,  apparel,  and  furniture,  and  against  the  Owners  of  the 
Banger  intenrening. 

The  Cologne  was  a  paddle-wheel  Steam-vessel  of  324  tons 
register,  and  the  Banger  was  a  screw  Steam-yessel  of  308  tons 
register.  .  The  collision  took  place  in  Greenwich  Beach,  in  the 
Eiver  Thames,  on  the  5th  of  January,  1871,  a  little  before  mid- 
night. The  Cologne  was  steaming  down  and  the  Banger  was 
steaming  up  the  river. 

The  case  set  up  on  behalf  of  the  Cologne  was,  that  she  was 
rounding  the  Ide  of  Dogs  under  a  starboard  helm  and  keeping 
oyer  to  the  north  side  of  the  river,  but,  as  the  Witnesses  for  her 
stated,  being  a  little  north  of  mid-channel,  when  the  Banger,  with 
her  green  light  open,  was  seen  at  a  distance  of  about  from  one-half 
to  three-quarters  of  a  mile  from  the  Cologne,  and  slightly  on  her 
starboard  bow.  The  Cologne  alleged,  that  the  Banger  was  con- 
siderably further  over  to  the  south  side  of  the  river  than  the 
Cologne,  and  that  the  Cologne  was  kept  under  a  starboard  helm,  but 
the  Banger,  instead  of  passing  to  the  southward  of  the  Cologne, 
improperly  ported  her  helm,  and  so  caused  the  collision. 

The  case  of  the  Banger  was,  that  she  was  proceeding  up  Oreefh 
vnch  Beach  upon  the  north  shore  when  the  Cologne  was  seen  a 
little  on  the  starboard  bow  of  the  Banger,  at  a  distance  of  abont 
three-quarters  of  a  mile,  exhibiting  her  masthead  and  port  lights 
only  to  those  on  board  the  Banger,  and  that  the  Cologne  was  pro- 
ceeding in  a  direction  to  pass  the  Banger  upon  her  port  side. 
The  Banger  was  kept  on  her  course  along  the  north  shore,  and  the 
Cologne  kept  on  as  if  intending  to  pass  the  Banger  upon  her  port 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  44. 


VOL.  IV.]  CASES  IN  THE  PMVY  COUNCIL.  621 

side  until  she  had  neared  the  Banger ^  and  then  suddenly  altered        J.  c. 
her  course  under  a  starboard  helm,  and  so  caused  the  collision.  1872 

At  the  hearing,  the  evidence,  as  the  Appellants  contended,   malcoioox 
failed  to  support  the  case  of  the  Colopne,  and  fully  supported  the  ^^  gbnbbal 
case  put  forward  on  behalf  of  the  Banger;  but  the  Judge  of  ^  Stkam 

jf AVIGATlOIf 

the  Court  below  (The  Eight  Hon.  Sir  Robert  FhiUimore)  found  oompant. 
that  both  Vessels  were  to  blame  for  the  collision,   and  pro-        thb 

nounced  accordingly.     The  Court  was  assisted  by  two  of  the  "^"SSL* 

Elder  Brethren  of  the  TrinUg  Same,  who  differed  in  opinion,  and  "  Oomwhb." 
one  of  them  did  not  concur  in  the  judgment. 
Both  parties  appealed  from  this  judgment. 

'  Mr.  MHicardj  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oainsford  Bruce,  for  the  Owners  of 
The  Banger,  referred  to  The  Velocity  (1),  and  The  Esk  and  Niord  (2). 

Mr.  Butt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  C.  Clarison,  for  the  Owners  of  the 
Cologne,  cited,  in  respect  to  the  pleadings,  the  rule,  secundum 
allegata  et  probata,  as  laid  down  in  Tlie  Alice  and  The  Boeiia  (3) ; 
The  East  Lothian  (4). 

Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  pronounced  by 

Sm  Barnes  Peacock  : — 

This  was  a  suit  for  collision  between  two  Steam-yessels ;  the 
Steamer  Cologne,  a  Vessel  of  324  tons  register  and  120  horse- 
power, was  one,  and  the  other  was  the  screw  Steamship  Banger,  of 
o08  tons  register  and  40  horse-power.  Each  of  the  Vessels  com- 
plains of  the  other.  Each  says  that  the  other  was  in  fault,  and 
each  states  that  the  other  ran  against  her.  The  Banger  says  that 
the  Cologne  ran  with  her  starboard  paddle-box  against  her  stem. 

It  appears  that  the  Cologne  was  going  down  the  Eiyer,  and  the 
Banger  was  coming  up.  The  accident  happened  on  the  5th  of 
January,  I87I,  between  half-past  eleven  and  twelve  o'clock.  It 
was  a  fine  night  and  moonlight.  The  tide  was  running  up  about 
the  last  quarter  flood  at  the  rate  of  about  two  knots  an  hour.  It 
seems  that  the  waterway  in  that  part  of  the  Biver  was  about  900 
feet,  and  that  the  collision  took  place  about  150  feet  from  the  north 

(1)  Law  Bep.  8  P.  C.  44.  (3)  Law  Rep.  2  P.  0.  214. 

(2)  Ibid.  436.  (4)  14  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  173. 
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J.  a       shore  at  a  short  distance  from  a  Barge  called  the  '^  Dumb  Barge  " 
1872        The  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  both  the  Vessels  were  in 

Mal^ubok  fftult}  and  if  not,  whether  either,  and  which  of  them,  was  in  iault 

The  Gexkbal     ^^®  learned  Jndge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  found  that  tKey 

Stkau      were  both  in  fault,  and  divided  the  damages.    Each  of  the  Yesselfl 

Company,    was  a  suitor  in  the  Admiralty  Court,  each  complains  of  the  ded- 

^J^        sion,  and  each  appeals  to  this  Court.    The  Cologne^  by  adhering 

ANifT^^'    to  the  appeal  of  the  Bcmger^  is  substantially  appealing.    The 

"CoLOQNB."  learned  Judge  says: — ♦*The  Cologne  was  proceeding  down  the 
Kiver  Thames^  and  the  Banger  was  proceeding  up  the  River,  and, 
in  my  judgment,  there  is  no  question  of  practice  or  usage  as  to 
the  navigation  of  one  side  of  the  Biver  or  the  other,  which  can 
govern  or  affect  this  question ;  nor  is  there  any  rule  of  the  Begu- 
lations  for  preventing  collision  applicable  to  this  case.     I  am 
bound  to  say,  that  the  Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity  House  do  not 
themselves  agree  with  each  other  as  to  the  Vessel  which  was  to 
blame  in  this  case.    The  opinion,  therefore,  I  am  about  to  deliyer 
is  the  opinion  of  one  of  the  Elder  Brethren  and  myself;  and  I 
think  it  fair  to  make  that  statement  to  CounseL    I  will  read  the 
language  of  the  Elder  Brother,  whose  opinion  I  am  inclined  to 
assent  to,  and  I  will  read  the  words  we  have  agreed  to  use.**    The 
words  are  these : — *^  These  Vessels  were  rounding  the  point  be- 
tween Oreemoioh  and  Limehauee  Eeaehes  in  opposite  directions, 
the  one  under  a  starboard  helm  and  the  other  under  a  port  helm, 
and  rapidly  altering  their  respective  bearings  from  each  other. 
They  seem  to  have  been  both  navigating  on  the  north  shore,  and 
at  about  the  same  distance  from  the  shore.    The  Vessel  coming 
down,  the  Cologne,  would  see  the  other  Vessel's  green  light,  and 
might  be  induced  to  conclude  that  she  intended  to  pass  on  her 
starboard  side,  and  the  Cologne  would  consequently  keep  on  under 
lier  starboard  helm.    As  the  Vessels  were  approaching  each  other 
-at  the  rate  of  about  thirteen  knots,  and  only  three  minutes  had 
elapsed  from  their  first  sighting  each  other,  there  was  no  time  for 
the  Cologne  to  have  done  anything  to  avoid  a  collision  after  seeing 
the  Banger's  light  had  changed  from  green  to  red.     The  Vessel 
coming  up,  the  Banger,  would  see  the  other  Vessel's  red  light,  and 
might  also  suppose  that  she  intended  to  pass  on  her  port  side,  and 
would,  therefore,  keep  under  a  port  helm.    When  the  Colognes 
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light  changed  from  red  to  green"  (it  is  not  stated  at  what  time        J.O. 
that  change  took  place)^  *^  which  it  would  naturally  do,  there  was        1872 
no  time  or  room  for  clearing  each  other,  eyen  by  the  Banger  Maloomsoh 
putting  her  helm  hard  aport,  which  was  done ;"  and  then  the  rp^  gknebaL 
learned  Judge  says,  "In  these  circumstances  it  seems  most  pro-  ^  Stbam 
bable  that  both  Vessels  were  to  blame  for  the  collision.*'  Cohpant. 

Now,  let  us  consider,  was  the  Oohgne  to  blame  according  to  this        tbx 
finding?    The  learned  Judge  says,  "  The  Vessel  coming  down,  the    ''^^ 
CobffnSy  would  see  the  other  Vessel's  green  light,  and  might  be  ''Coi^b. 
induced  to  conclude  that  she  intended  to  pass  on  her  starboard 
side,  and  the  Cobgns  would  subsequently  keep  on  under  her  star- 
board helm."    It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  the  Cdogne  was 
not  gailty  of  any  negligence  in  so  acting  upon  that  conclusion. 

Then,  was  there  any  fault  or  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
Banger  ?  The  learned  Judge  says,  "  Tho  Vessel  coming  up,  the 
Banger^  would  see  the  other  Vessel's  red  light,  and  might  also 
suppose  that  she  intended  to  pass  on  her  port  side,  and  would, 
therefore,  keep  under  a  port  helm."  Now,  when  the  Banger  saw 
the  Cohgne^s  red  light  she  saw  it  two  points  over  her  starboard 
bow,  and,  therefore,  the  Oohgne  must  hare  been  nearer  to  the  north 
side  at  that  time  than  the  Banger.  If  the  Cologne  was  nearer  to 
the  north  side  than  the  Banger  at  that  time,  the  Banger,  if  she 
thought  that  the  Cologne  would  pass  her  on  her  port  side,  must 
have  supposed  that  the  Cologne  would  cross  her  path.  Was  she 
right  in  that  supposition  ?  It  is  stated  that  there  is  a  practice  for 
Vessels  going  down  to  keep  on  the  north  side.  If  the  Cologne  had 
gone  much  to  the  south  side  she  would  have  got  where  the  tide 
against  her  was  the  strongest  There  was  no  good  reason,  therefore, 
for  the  Bangers  supposing  that  the  Cologne  would  cross  her  path 
and  pass  on  her  port  side.  On  the  other  hand,  the  Cologne  saw 
the  Banger's  green  light,  and  she  might  naturally  suppose  that, 
looking  to  the  practice  of  nayigating  that  part  of  the  river  by 
Vessels  going  down,  the  Banger  would  pass  her  upon  her  starboard 
8ide,  giving  green  light  to  green  light. 

In  the  case  of  The  Vdoeity  (1),  which  has  been  referred  to,  it  was 
beld  that  Vessels  meeting  under  circumstances  like  these  did  not 
fall  within  the  14th  rule  of  the  Begulations  for  preventing  col- 
(1)  Law  Kep.  3  P.  C.  44. 
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J.  0.       lisioDs.  That  rule  is,  '*  If  two  Ships  under  steam  are  croflsiDg  so  as 

1872       to  involve  risk  of  collision,  the  Ship  which  has  the  other  on  her  own 

Maloosison  starboard  side  shall  keep  out  of  the  way."  If  the  two  Vessels  were 

Tee  Gknbhal  ^^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^9  ^^^  Banger ,  seeing  the  red  light  of  the  Cologne  on 

Steam      her  starboard  side,  was  the  one  to  keep  out  of  the  way.    In  the  case 
^atiqatiov 
CoupAST.    of  The  Velocity  (1)  it  was  held,  that  Vessels  under  similar  cirenm- 

1^       stances  were  not  crossing  Vessels  within  the  meaning  of  the  14th 
**  ^'^m"""   rule-   But  the  very  circumstances  which  prevent  the  Vessels  from 
'*  CoLOGNB."  being  deemed  crossing  Vessels  within  the  meaning  of  the  rule  ought 
"""^       to  have  led  the  Ranger  to  suppose  that  the  Cologne  was  not  about  to 
cross  from  her  starboard  side,  and  to  pass  her  on  her  port  side. 
Lord  Chelmsford  in  delivering  their  Lordships'  judgment  in  the 
case  of  The  VdocUy  (1),  referring  to  the  remarks  of  the  Judge  of  the 
Admiralty  Oourt  in  that  case,  said  (2),  ''The  learned  Judge  in  de- 
livering his  judgment  says, — '  We*  (that  is,  himself  and  the  Elder 
Brethren  of  the  Trinity  House  by  whom  he  was  assisted)  <  think  that 
the  evidence  establishes  that  the  Carbon  saw  the  masthead  and 
port  light  of  the  VdocUy  alone.* "    The  case  of  the  Carbon  there  is 
like  the  present  case  of  the  Banger.    '''The  Vessels  were,  there- 
fore, crossing  under  the  rule  to  which  I  have  referred/  the  14th, 
'  and  it  was,  therefore,  the  duty  of  the  Carbon  to  get  out  of  the  way 
of  the  VdocUy.    The  course  which  the  Cation  adopted  was  to  port, 
and  the  Elder  Brethren  think  that  this  was  the  only  mode  of 
getting  out  of  the  way  in  the  circumstances.'    But,"  said  Lord 
Ohdtnsford^  "  the  fact  of  the  Carbon  having  seen  the  port  light  of 
the  Vdocity  does  not  necessarily  prove  that  the  Velooiiy  was  cross- 
ing the  river,  as  the  learned  Judge  and  his  Assessors  seem  to  have 
thought    The  relative  position  of  the  two  Vessels  when  they  first 
came  in  sight  of  each  other  must  not  alone  be  regarded,  but  also 
the  bend  of  the  Biver  in  the  part  where  the  collision  took  place. 
A  Vessel  rounding  the  curve  of  the  north  shore  would  necessarily, 
during  some  part  of  her  course,  have  her  head  slightly  inclined 
towards  the  south  shore^  so  as  to  exhibit  her  port  light  to  a  Vessel 
in  mid-channel  coming  in  a  contrary  direction,  and  in  fact  the 
VdocUy  was  not  crossing  or  intending  to  cross  the  Biver  when  she 
was  seen  by  the  Carbon^  but  was  pursuing  the  regular  course  along 
the  north  shore,  keeping  as  near  to  that  shore  as  it  was  convenient 
(1)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  44.  (2)  Law  Bep.  3  P.  C.  49. 
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under  a  starboard  helm.*'     The   Velocity  in  that  case  was  very        J.o. 
much  in  the  position  of  the  Cohgne  in  the  present  case.    Kis        1872 
Lordship  proceeded :  ^  The  Appellant  alleged  that  this  was  the   maloousoit 
well-known  customary  track  for  Vessels  going  down  the  Eiver ;  and  ^     ^ 
to  establish  their  case  in  this  respect  they  called  Captain  James^      Steax 
the  principal  SUrbour-master  of  the  Eiyer^  who  said,  *  It  is  the    Compant. 
custom  that  Vessels  going  down,  whatever  be  their  tonnage  or        ^i^ 
their  cargo,  and  whether  at  flood  or  ebb  tide,  inrariably  keep  on  "R^nmb" 
the  north  side,  and  Vessels  coming  np  invariably  keep  on  the  south  ''.Qohossi^^ 
side."    Then  he  referred  to  the  statement  of  the  Quartermaster  of 
the  Dreadnought  (1),  who  gave  similar  evidence  and  said :  /^  That 
there  has  been  a  practice  for  Vessels  going  down  the  Biver  to 
prefer  the  north  to  the  south  side  is  proved  by  the  above  evidence; 
bat  that  there  was  any  custom  of  this  kind  in  the  strict  sense  of 
the  word,  to  which  all  Vessels  would  be  bound  to  conform,  is 
certainly  not  the  facf     In  another  part  (2),  he  says,  ''But^ 
patting  the  Begulations  aside,  their  Lordships  are  at  a  loss  to  dis- 
cover what  possible  blame  can  be  imputed  to  the  YdooUy.    She 
had  a  perfect  right  to  be  where  she  was,  and  she  was  pursuing  a 
usual  course  of  navigation  down  the  Biver,  from  which  she  never 
deviated  until  forced  to  do  so  by  the  peril  of  a  ooUisipn,  into  which 
she  was  brought  by  the  sudden  change  of  course  of  the  Carbon. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  Carbon  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  be 
wholly  to  blame.    She  knew,  or  ought  to  have  known,  that  a 
Vessel  coming  down  the  Biver  had  a  right  to  run  down  on  the  north 
shore ;  and  in  the  position  in  which  she  was,  the  appearances  to  her 
of  the  red  light  of  a  Vessel  on  that  side  of  the  mid-channel  was 
no  indication  that  the  Vessel  was  in  the  act  of  crossing  the  Biver ; 
aDd  yet,  there  being  nothing  else  to  justify  the  belief,  she  acts  at 
once  upon  her  hasty  and  erroneous  conclusion,  and  so  occasions  the 
collision." 

Now,  the  Banger^  seeing  the  red  light  of  the  Cologne  on  her 
starboard  bow,  ported  her  helm  and  endeavoured  to  pass  the 
Cologne  on  her  port  side,  between  her  and  the  north  side  of  the 
Kiver.  Was  she  right  in  doing  that?  If^  as  in  the  case  of  the 
Vdociiy^  she  ought  not  to  have  supposed  that  the  Cohgne  was 
crossiog,  she  ought  to  have  kept  to  the  south  of  the  Cologne^  and 
.  (1)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  50.  (2)  Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  51. 
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J.  0.       then  the  accident  wonld  not  have  occurred.    Bat  instead  of  that 
1872        8he  endeaTonred  to  paas  the  Cologne  on  her  port  side,  and  brought 
ilALooifsov  herself  into  that  position  in  which  the  danger  of  a  collision  became 
The  General  ™°"^®'i*-    I*  appears  to  their  Lordships,  that  the  Banger  was 
Steah      wrong  in  porting  and  endeayonring  to  pass  on  the  larboard  side  of 
Ck>MPAMY.    the  Cologne.    Their^  Lordships  think,  that  the  Banger  was  going 
1^       up  the  Biver  to  the  north  of  the  mid-channel  where  she  wonld  get 
*•  Ranger"   the  tide,  but  that  when  the  Vessels  first  sighted  each  other  she  was 
« Ck)LOGMx."  not  so  near  to  the  north  side  of  the  river  as  the  Cologne.    It  is  dear, 
that  when  the  Vessels  first  sighted,  a  collision  was  not  inevitable. 
They  were  at  least  half  a  mile  (some  of  the  Witnesses  say  three* 
quarters  of  a  mile)  distant  from  each  other  at  that  time ;  and 
according  to  the  rate  at  which  the  two  Vessels  were  approaching 
each  other,  taking  the  velocity  of  each,  it  took  about  two  minutes 
and  a  half,  or  three  minutes,  before  the  Vessels  could  reach  each 
other.    There  was,  therefore,  ample  time,  and  there  was  ample 
room  ill  the  Biver,  for  each  to  have  kept  clear  of  the  other.  There 
was  no  danger  of  a  collision  if  the  Vessels  had  adopted  a  proper 
course  when  they  first  saw  each  other.    No  doubt  the  danger 
became  imminent  at  last,  but  that  was  in  consequence  of  the 
Vessels  being  in  a  wrong  position :  and  it  appears  to  their  Lord- 
ships that  the  danger  arose  from  the  Banger'e  adopting  a  course 
which  she  ought  not  to  have  adopted. 

Then,  again,  did  the  Banger  act  properly  when  the  collision 
became  imminent  ?  Could  she  have  done  anything  to  avoid  it? 
Was  she  right  in  porting  her  helm?  From  the  evidence  it 
appears,  that  the  Master  is  asked —  **  Then  what  did  she  do?-* 
A.  Altered  her  helm."  This  is  speaking  of  the  Cologne.  *^  Q.  Which 
way  ? — A.  To  starboard,  and  I  saw  his  green  light,  and  I  said  to  onr 
Pilot,  *  Good  Gk)d,  he  has  got  his  helm  to  starboard.'  Q.  Which 
way  was  she  going  then,  or  trying  to  go  then  ? — A.  Trying  to  come 
to  the  northward  of  us  when  she  starboarded.  Q.  You  say  she 
opened  her  green  light;  what  became  of  her  red? — A.  Shut  it 
in,  and  we  lost  sight  of  it.  Q.  Well,  now,  if  she  had  kept  on  her 
course? — A.  The  collision  would  not  have  occurred.  Q.  If 
she  had  not  starboarded  ? — A.  If  she  had  not  starboarded.  Th& 
Court :  You  ascribe  the  collision  in  fact  to  her  starboarding  ? — 
The  Witness:  Entirely.    What  did  you  do  with  your  engines? 
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— il.  Helm  to  be  put  hard-a-porty  and  stopped  and  reversed  the       J.  0. 

eDgme&    Q.  When  did  you  do  that  ? — A.  As  soon  as  we  found       1872 

the  Cologne  had  starboarded."    Well,  now  the  Pilot  says,  that  in    malcxnibov 

putting  the  helm  hard  to  port  he  did  not  mean  that  the  Vessel  .j,^  gmbal 

should  act  as  in  the  ordinary  case  of  a  helm  being  put  hard      Stiau 

1    %  .  1      1        T  .    ,,       Navioation 

to  port^  because  he  reyersed  the  engines,  and  when  he  put  the    CoMPAinr. 

helm  hard  to  port  he  meant  it»  by  reversing  the  engines,  to  have  "i^ 
the  effect  of  starboarding.  But  it  did  not  have  that  effect,  "^^^ 
because  the  way  upon  the  Vessel  had  not  been  taken  off  by  **  Cologne."' 
reversing  the  engines,  and  it  was  proved  that  the  Banger  altered 
her  course  two  or  three  points  to  starboard  under  the  port  helm. 
If  she  had  not  altered  her  course  under  a  port  helm,  in  all  proba- 
bility she  would  have  gone  clear  of  the  Cologne ;  so  that  the 
accident  appears  to  have  been  caused  by  the  fault  of  the  Manger^ 
first  in  endeavouring  to  pass  the  Cologne  on  her  port  side,  and 
secondly  in  puttii^  her  helm  hard-a*port,  when  the  Vessels  were 
almost  in  a  state  of  collision.  The  13th  rule  was  not  then 
applicable  to  the  Vessels ;  as  held  in  the  case  of  The  VdoeUy 
before  referred  to.  It  may  be,  as  remarked  by  the  learned  Judge, 
that  when  the  Cologne's  light  changed  from  red  to  green,  there 
was  no  time  for  clearing  each  other.  But  it  was  by  the  fault 
of  the  Banger  that  the  Vessels  were  in  that  position. 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  think  that  the  accident  was  not 
caused  by  the  fault  of  both,  but  solely  ,from  the  fault  of  the 
Banger. 

But  it  has  been  said  that  the  Cologne  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
against  the  Banger,  inasmuch  as  she  must  recover  according  to 
the  allegation  in  her  petition.  Now,  in  the  petition  she  says,  that 
'^  the  Banger  was  considerably  further  over  to  the  south  side  of 
the  said  River  than  the  Cologne.^'  The  word  "  considerably  "  is  not 
necessarily  to  be  proved  to  the  full  extent.  When  the  Vessels  first 
came  in  sight  the  Banger  was  further  over  to  the  south  side  of 
the  Biver  than  the  Cologne;  the  Master  of  the  Banger  proved,  that 
be  saw  the  Cologne^s  red  L'ght  two  points  to  his  starboard  bow. 
He  certainly  did  say  the  port  bow  in  the  first  instance,  but  he 
corrected  himself  afterwards,  and  it  is  not  necessary  now  to 
kquire,  whether  his  first  statement  was  made  by  mistake  or  not. 
The  fact  is,  that  he  saw  her  over  the  starboard  bow.    Then  the 
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J.  a       Banger  was  further  over  to  the  south  side  of  the  Biyer  than  the 

1872       Cciogne.    The  allegation  proceeds :  *'  The  Cologne  was  kept  under 

Haloouson  a  starboard  helm  along  the  north  shore,  and  the  Banger^  with  her 

Th«  Gknbbal  g**®®^  ^^d  masthead  lights  only  open,  appeared  for  some  time  to 

Stbax      be  intending  to  pass  to  the  southward  of  and  on  the  starboard 

Navigation  ^     ,  , ,         ,  ,  i  i  v   ^ 

GaupAKT.    Side  of  the  Cologne^  as  she  could  and  ought  to  have  done;  out, 

"^        instead  of  so  passing  the  Cologne^  the  Ranger  improperly  ported 

*  jSdTm'  ^^^  helm,  and  caused  immediate  danger  of  collision ;  and  although 

^*Coix)GHB.*'  the  helm  of  the  Cologne  was  thereupon  put  hard  starboard,  and 

her  engines  were  ordered  to  be  stopped  and  reversed,  the  Banger 

with  her  stem  struck  the  Cologne  on  her  starboard  paddle-box  and 

side-house,  and  did  her  a  great  deal  of  damage."   Their  Lordships 

think,  that  the  case  really  comes  within  this  allegation,  that  the 

Banger  was  more  to  the  south  than  the  Cologne^  and  that  the 

damage  arose  from  her  porting  her  helm  and  attempting  to  pass 

the  Cologne  on  her  port  side. 

Under  these  circumstances,  their  Lordships  think,  that  the 
decision  of  the  Court  b^low  ought  to  be  reversed.  They  find  that 
there  was  no  fault  on  the  part  of  the  Cologne^  and  that  the 
Banger  was  wholly  to  blame ;  and  they  think  it  right  to  say,  that 
the  Sailing  Masters,  of  whose  experience  and  assistance  their 
Lordships  have  had  the  benefit,  both  concur  in  that  opinion. 

Their  Lordships  will,  therefore,  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  that 
the  decree  be  reversed,  and  that  the  Banger  be  condemned  in 
all  the  damages  done  to  the  Cologne^  with  the  costs  of  the  Court 
below  and  also  in  the  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellants :  Thomae  Cooper. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  CaUame  &  Co. 
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HENRY  THOMAS   MORTON,  and  othebp, 

THE  OWMSBS  OF  THE  StEAUSHIP  ** FRANK- 

LAND** 

WILLIAM  HENRY  HEAP  HUTCHINSON, 

AND     OTHERS,     THE    OWKERS,    MaSTEB,     AND 

Grew  OF  THE  Steamship*' KESTREL."    .    . 


J.C.* 

Appellants;         I872 


Respondents* 


THE  "FRANKLAND"  AND  THE  "KESTREL." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTY. 

^»jp  and  Shipping — CcUisicn — Art,  16  o/BuleB  and  Jfyguiaiian$  far  preventing 
coUiiums  by  Steatnehtps. 

Alt  16  of  the  Rules  and  Regulations  for  preyenting  collisions  at  Sea 
provides,  that  ^  Erery  Steamship,  when  approaohing  another  Ship  so  as  to 
involve  risk  of  collision,  shall  slacken  her  speed,  or,  if  necessary,  stop  and 
reverse ;  and  every  Steamship  shall  in  a  Fog  go  at  a  moderate  speed.*  A 
Steamship  navigating  in  a  Fog  at  a  moderate  speed  hearing  a  whistle 
sounded  many  times,  indicating  that  a  Steamer  was  approaching  her,  and  had 
come  very  near  to  her,  so  near  that  if  the  Vessels  had  then  heen  stopped  they 
would  have  heen  within  hailing  distance,  is  hound  under  the  16th  Article 
not  only  to  stop  the  motion  of  her  Engines,  hut  to  reverse  them,  so  as  to  stop 
the  motion  of  the  Vessel,  and  ought  not  to  wait  until  the  Vessels  sight  each 
other,  when  such  a  manoeuvre  nAy  he  too  late. 

In  this  case  the  appeal  was  broaght  from  a  decree  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty  in  cross  causes  of  damage  in  suits  respectively 
brought  by  the  Respondents,  as  the  Owners,  Master,  and  crew  of 
the  late  Steamship  Kestrel,  against  the  Steamship  Franktand,  of 
which  the  Appellants  were  Owners,  and  by  the  Appellants  as 
Owners  of  the  FranJdand  against  the  Respondents  as  Owners  of 
the  Kestrel,  for  the  recovery  of  damages  in  respect  of  losses  seve- 
rally sustained  by  reason  of  a  collision  between  the  two  Steam- 
ships. ' 

*  Present : — Sm  Jambs  William  Golvilc,  Sib  Babnss  Peacock,  Sib  Mox« 
TAGUB  Edwajid  Smitb,  and  Sib  Rodebt  PosBtfrr  Collier. 
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3. 0.  The  collision  in  question  happened  at  about  9.30  p.h.  on  the 

1872        23rd  of  April,  1871,  off  the  Norfolk  coast,  and  the  Kestrel  shortly 

Morton     afterwards  sank  and  was  lost. 

HuTOmwoK.      '^^  Kestrel  was  an  iron  screw  Steamer,  of  392  tons  registered 

^ —       tonnage,  proceeding  from  Botterdam  to  HuU,  with  a  general  cargo 

''  Falkulvd  **  and  passengers.    The  FranJcland  was  a  screw  Steamer,  of  541  tons 

'^I^tbel"   register,  proceeding  from  Sunderland  to  London  with  a  cargo  of 

—~        Goals. 

The  case  on  the  part  of  the  Frankland  was,  that  there  was  a 
dense  Fog,  and  the^t  she  was  being  steered  S.S.E.,  and  making  under 
two  knots  an  hour ;  that  her  steam  whistle  was  being  sounded  at 
intervals;  that  her  proper  lights  were  burning  brightly,  and  a 
good  look-out  being  kept ;  that  the  steam  whistle  of  another  Steam 
Vessel  was  heard,  apparently  on  the  starboard  bow;  that  the 
Engines  of  the  Franklcmd  were  thereupon  stopped,  and  her  steam 
whistle  sounded :  that  in  a  short  time  the  masthead  light,  and, 
immediately  afterwards,  the  red  light  of  the  Kestrd  became  visible 
at  the  distance  of  about  a  Ship's  length,  and  about  a  point  on  the 
starboard  bow ;  that  thereupon  the  Engines  of  the  FranJdand  were 
reversed,  but  notwithstanding,  the  Kestrel  approached  at  consider- 
able speed,  and  with  her  port  bow  came  into  collision  with  the 
stem  of  the  Frankland,  and  the  Owners  of  the  Frankland  charged 
those  on  board  the  Kestrel  with  having  been  in  fault  for  having 
improperly  ported  the  helm  of  the  Kestrd,  and  having  failed  to 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  Article  16  of  the  Bales  and  Begn- 
lations  for  preventing  collisions  at  Sea. 

On  the  part  of  the  Kestrd  it  was  alleged,  that  she  was  steering 
N.N.W. ;  that  two  steam  whistles  were  heard,  one  on  the  port  bow, 
and  one  right  ahead ;  that  the  helm  of  the  Kestrd  was  thereupon 
ported  until  her  head  was  about  N.,  when  the  helm  was  steadied ; 
that  she  so  continued  for  a  short  time,  when  the  green  and  white 
lights  of  the  Frankland  became  visible  on  the  KestreVs  port  bow, 
distant  about  two  Ships'  length ;  that  the  KestreVs  engines  were  at 
once  reversed,  and  the  Frankland  hailed  to  port  her  helm,  but 
that  the  collision  took  place.  The  Owners  of  the  Kestrd  did  sot 
by  their  petition  charge  the  Owners  of  the  FranTdand  with  any 
specific  act  of  negligence. 
The  suits  were  heard  on  oral  evidence  before  the  Judge  of  the 
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Court  below  (The  Bight  Hon.  Sir  Bohert  PhiUimore),  assisted  by  j.c. 

two  of  the  Eider  Brethren  of  the  Trinity  Corporation,  who  pro-  1972 

noonced  both  Vessels  to  hare  been  in  fanlt  on  the  ground,  that  m^toh 

eachonght  to  hare  reversed  her  engines  immediately  upon  hearing  ct-j-^^jj-qj. 

the  whistle  of  the  other,  and  accordingly  decreed  for  a  moiety  of  

the  damages  proceeded  for,  but  made  1x0  order  as  to  costs.  *<Falkljlhd" 

The  Appellants,  the  Owners  of  the  Frankland,  appealed  from  «^J^^ 

this  decree.    The  Owners  of  the  Kestrel^  the  Eespondents,  did  — - 
not  adhere  to  the  appeal,  but  relied  on  their  case  lodged  in  reply 
to  the  appeal. 

Mr.  Milward,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  E.  0.  Garhson,  for  the  Appel- 
lants, the  Owners  of  the  Frankland: — 

It  was  proved  by  the  evidence,  that  the  two  Steamers  were  steer- 
ing exactly  opposite  courses,  and  that  the  Kedrel  was  on  the 
starboard  bow  of  the  FratMcmd^  and  that  there  would  not  have 
been  a  collision  if  the  Kestrd  had  not  ported  her  helm*  The 
Kedrd  was  going  at  too  great  a  speed,  and  acted  improperly  by 
porting  her  helm  before  she  had  ascertained  the  position  and  bear- 
ing of  the  Frankland.  And  those  on  board  the  Eedrd  improperly 
neglected  to  stop  her  engines  upon  being  warned  by  hearing  the 
FranMancFs  whistle  of  the  proximity  of  another  Steamer;  while 
those  on  board  the  Frankland  stopped  her  engines  as  soon  as  they 
heard  the  whistle,  and  immediately  upon  seeing  the  lights  of  the 
Kestrel  reversed  her  engines,  and  thereby  complied  with  the  pro- 
visions of  Article  16  of  the  Bules  and  Begulations  for  preventing 
collisions  at  Sea ;  that  the  evidence  proved,  that  the  collision  was 
occasioned  by  the  improper  navigation  of  the  Keetrelf  and  not  in  any 
way  by  any  improper  navigation  on  the  part  of  the  Frankland. 
They  cited  The  Jeemmd  and  Ihe  Earl  of  Elgin  (1). 

Mr.  Buit,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Prttehardf  for  the  Bespondents,  the 
Owners  of  the  Kerird  ;— 

Insisted,  that  from  the  violence  and  direction  of  the  blow,  and 

from  the  other  facts  proved  by  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  it  was 

evident,  that  the  FranJcland  was  proceeding  at  an  undue  speed 

at  the  time  when  the  Kedrd'a  whistle  was  heard.    That  when  the 

(1)  Law  Bep.  4  P.  0.  L 
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J.  C.        EestreTs  wbistle  was  heard  the  engines  of  the  Frankland  ought 
1872,       to  have  been  iuunediately  reyersed^  which  had  not  been  done. 
MoBTOzr 
HcTc^-oK.      J^dgnae^^t  ^as  delivered  by 

Tm  SlE  ROBEKT  P,  COLLIER  : — 

"Falklaud" 

**Ktt!^^"       This  is  a  case  of  collision  between  two  Steamers,  the  Kestrel 

—        and  the  Franklandf  somewhere  oflF  the  coast  of  Norfolk    The 

judgment  of  the  Admiralty  Court  found  that  both  Vessels  were 

to  blame.    From  this  judgment  the  Frankland  appeals,  but  the 

Kestrel  has  not  adhered  to  the  appeal. 

The  main  facts — ^which  appear  not  to  be  in  dispute— are 
these :  The  Kestrel  was  steering  about  N.N.W.,  the  FranMand 
in  a  precisely  opposite  direction,  S.S.E.  The  weather  was  calm, 
there  being  scarcely  any  wind.  There  was  a  dense  Fog,  and  the 
tide  was  flowing  southward  about  two  knots  an  hour. 

It  has  been  contended,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  is 
vitiated  by  an  erroneous  iGbiding  on  a  question  of  fact  as  to  the  speed 
at  which  the  Kestrel  was  going,  and  on  the  other  side  it  has  been 
said  that  the  Court  was  wrong  in  estimating  the  ^eed  of  the 
JVanlZofkl.  Their  Lordships,  after  carefully  considering  the 
evidence,  are  of  opinion  that,  whatever  opinion  tliey  might  have 
been  disposed  to  form  as  a  Court  of  first  instance,  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  in  the  case  upon  which  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of 
Admiralty,  who  had  the  advantage,  which  their  Lordships  have 
not,  of  hearing  the  Witnesses,  might  reasonably  find  as  he  has 
done ;  namely,  that  the  speed  of  both  Vessels  was  £rom  two  to  two 
and  a  half  knots  through  the  water. 

It  has  been,  indeed,  suggested  that  the  learned  Judge  left  out  of 
consideration  a  difference,  well  known  to  nautical  persons,  between 
the  rate  of  a  Vessel  going  through  the  water  and  the  rate  of  that 
Vessel  going  over  what  is  called  the  ground ;  but  their  Lordships 
see  no  reason  to  suppose  that  the  learned  Judge  can  have  over- 
looked a  distinction  which  appears  so  clear  and  obvious. 

The  finding  of  the  Court  upon  the  question  of  negligence  is  in 
these  terms :  *'  Both  Vessels  were  going,  in  truth,  in  the  most 
absolute  uncertainty  as  to  the  proceedings  of  the  other ;  and  in 
such  a  state  of  circumstanced  I  have  had  to  ask  myself  this 


AND  The 
«*  Kbstrel/' 
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question, — Could  anything  have  been  done  to  avoid  this  collision        j.  o. 
which  was  not  done  ?    And  the  opinion  of  the  Conrt,  fortified  hy       i872 
that  of  its  Nautical  Assessors,  is,  that  upon  hearing  the  whistles  of     morton 
each  other  so  near  and  approaching  each  other,  each  Vessel  ought  ^     ^- 
not  only  to  have  stopped  but  to  have  reversed  until  its  way  was        — 
stopped,  when  it  could  have  hailed  and  ascertained  with  certaint)  »fal^!1nd'' 
which  way  the  head  of  the  other  Vessel  was,  and  which  way  she 
was  proceeding,  and  by  that  means  the  collision  would  or  might 
have  been  avoided.  And  this  being  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  it  will 
enforce  the  application  of  Article  16  of  the  Bules  and  Eegulations 
for  preventing  collisions  at  Sea,  which  it  is  always  the  object  of 
this  Court  to  see  carried  into  due  and  proper  execution,  for  the 
due  and  proper  execution  of  that  Bule  would  tend  very  much  to 
prevent  both  loss  of  life  and  property,  of  which  there  are  so  many 
melancholy  instances  every  week  in  this  Court."    Their  Lordships 
entirely  concur  with  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
as  to  the  importance  of  enforcing  thisKule.    The  rule  is  :  **  Every 
Steamship,  when  approaching  another  Ship  so  as  to  involve  risk 
of  collision,  shall  slacken  her  speed,  or,  if  necessary,  stop  and 
reverse ;  and  every  Steamship  shall,  in  a  Fog,  go  at  a  moderate 
speed."    As  far  as  the  latter  part  of  the  Bule  is  concerned,  both 
Vessels  would  appear  to  have  obeyed  it.    The  question  is  as  to 
the  application  of  the  first  part  of  the  Bule. 

The  Kestrel  not  having  adhered  to  the  appeal  must  be  assumed 
to  have  been  in  fault ;  and  their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  neces- 
sary to  determine  the  precise  extent  to  which  she  was  in  fault.  It 
has,  indeed,  been  argued  that  part  of  ier  fault  was  in  porting  her 
hebn.  Their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  decide, 
whether  or  not  she  was  in  fault  in  so  doing,  but  the  inclination 
of  their  opinion  is^  that  the  porting  of  her  helm  under  such 
circumstances  cannot  be  properly  considered  as  negligence  on  her 
part. 

The  only  question  in  the  cause  is,  whether  or  not  there  is 
sufficient  evidence  to  justify  the  finding  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
that  there  wais  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  FranJdand  materially 
contributing  to  the  accident  ? 

It  has  been  argued,  that  the  effect  of  the  decision  is,  that  every 
Steamship  in  a  Fog  hearing  the  whistle  of  another  Steamship 
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J.  G.       approaching  her,  ought  immediately!  without  reference  to  tlie 

1872        distance  at  which  the  Ships  may  appear  to  be  from  each  other,  or 

MoBTON     to  any  other  circumstances,  to  reverse  her  engine&    Bat  their 

HuTCTOKflON.  Lordships  do  not  understand  the  Court  of  Admiralty  to  haTO 

t;—        laid  down  any  such  general  proposition.     They  understand  the 

^Falkland"  finding  to  have  been  confined  to  the  circumstances  of  the  case, and 

''KisTBEL.".  those  circumstances  they  understand,  in  the  opinion  of  the  C!oart, 

to  hare  been  these,  as  far  as  the  Frankland  is  concerned :  That 

she  was  navigating  in  a  Fog  at  a  moderate  speed,  that  she  heard  a 

whistle  sounded  many  times,  indicating  that  a  Steamer  was 

approaching  her  and  had  come  very  near  to  her — so  near  indeed 

that  if  the  Vessels  had  then  stopped  they  would  have  been  within 

hailing  distance — that  at  that  point  of  time  it  was  necessary 

for  the  Captain  of  the  Frankland^  under  the  terms  of  the  Bale, 

not  only  to  stop  the  motion  of  the  engines  but  to  reverse  them,  so 

as  to  stop  the  motion  of  his  Vessel,  and  that  he  ought  not  to  have 

waited  until  the  Vessels  sighted  each  other,  when  such  a  manceavre 

would  have  been  too  late. 

That  being  the  view  which  their  Lordships  take  of  the  decision 
of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  they  are  of  opinion  that  it  is  right; 
and  for  these  reasons  they  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty 
that  that  judgment  be  afiSrmed,  and  this  appeal  dismissed,  with 
costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellants :  Thomas  Cooper. 
Solicitors  for  the  Respondents :  Pritehard  &  Sons. 
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In  re  BLAKE'S  PATENT.  J.  C* 

Letters  PatmiStaMe,  15  <fe  16  Vict,  c  83,  s.  26— i^btv^  Patent  expired--         1873 
Ajpjdication  for  extension  qf  Engliah  PtUerU — JwriaHctumr^Putilie  policy,  /an  14 

A  Patent  was  first  taken  oat  in  America^  aftcrwaxds  in  EnqUsnd^  and  two  *"" 
days  after  the  date  of  the  English  Patent  the  inTention  was  patented  in 
France,  The  French  Patent  was  allowed^  to  drop.  On  an  application  for 
prolongation  of  the  English  Patent,  Held — following  Winan^s  Patent  (1) — 
that,  although  the  Judicial  Oommittee  might  have  jurisdiction  under  the 
25th  section  of  the  15  &  16  Yict  o.  83,  to  entertain  the  application,  yet,  on, 
the  ground  of  puhlic  policy,  as  the  French  Patent  had  heen  allowed  to  expire, 
they  would  not  in  the  exercise  of  the  discretion  Tested  in  them,  recommend 
the  extension  of  the  term  of  the  English  Patent 

1  HE  Petitioners,  Assignees  of  the  Patent,  applied  for  an  extension 
of  the  term  of  Letters  Patent  granted  to  Lyman  Beed  Blake,  of  the 
State  of  MassaeJiuaetia,  in  the  United  States  of  America^  for  an  in- 
vention of  "  a  new  and  nseful,  or  improved,  machine  for  sewing  a 
sole  to  a  Boot  or  Shoe,**  and  were  ^The  Blake  Sale  Sewing  Machine 
Company,  Limited^'  haying  business  premises  in  Lo/ndon. 

The  following  facts  appeared  from  the  petition : — The  Patentee, 
obtained  on  the  6th  of  July,  1858,  a  Patent  in  America  for  the ; 
aboye  invention.  Afterwards,  on  the  3rd  of  May,  1859,  he  took  ont  a . 
Patent  in  England  for  the  same  invention,  and  on  the  5th  of  May  in .. 
the  same  year  he  obtained  Letters  Patent,  or  hrevei  d*inventian,  in^ 
the  Empire  of  France  in  respect  of  the  same  invention.    Patents  for . 
the  invention  were  also  taken  out  in  other  Countries  in  the  year:- 
1864,  which  were  still  subsisting.  In  1860,  a  partnership  for  working 
the  invention  in  England  and  Wales  was  formed  by  certain  persons, 
whose  interests  were  afterwards,  in  1862,  assigned  to  the  Petitioners. 
It  further  appeared  from  the  petition,  that  the  French  Patent  had 
expired  in  1862,  by  reason  of  the  non-payment  of  certain  annuities, 
or  annual  duties,  imposed  upon  Patentees  by  the  French  Law. 

Sir  John  Kardake,  Q.C.  (with  whom  were  'Mr.  Adon,  Q.C.,  and 

Mr.  E.  Carpmael),  for  the  Petitioners : —  '  '       . 

It  is  useless  to  enter  upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  if  the  Court 

*  Present: — Sib  Jamss  WnxiAX  Colvils,  Sm  Babnbs  Pbaoock,  Sib  Moh- 
TAOUB  EnwABD  Smith,  and  Sib  Robebt  Pobbxtt  Coujbb. 

(1)  Ante,  p.  93. 
Vol.  IV.  3  2  T 
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J.  0.        should  be  of  opinion,  that  the  decision  in  Winan*8  Patent  (1)  is 

1873        conclusive.    In  that  case,  upon  the  construction  of  sect  25  of 

jJTre       15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  it  was  held,  that  this  Tribunal  would  not,  on  the 

PatS^     ground  of  general  policy,  recommend  the  renewal  of  an  English 

Patent,  after  a  French  Patent  for  the  same  invention  had  been 

allowed  to  expire.  That  decision  was  considered  to  be  in  confonnity 
with  the  principles  which  the  Judicial  Committee  proceeded  on  in 
Betfs  Patent  (2),  NewtorCs  Patent  (3),  EOCb  Patent  (4),  Nwrmar^B 
Patent  (5),  Pitman's  Patent  (6),  and  in  Poole  a  Patent  (7),  but  none 
of  these  cases,  it  is  submitted,  are  decisive  with  respect  to  (he 
present  case,  or  go  as  far  as  the  later  case  of  Winan*$  Patent  (1). 
There  does  not  seem  to  be  any  sufficient  reason  on  the  ground  of 
public  policy,  for  depriving  a  Patentee  of  the  right  of  prolongation 
of  a  Patent  taken  out  in  this  Country,  because  a  Patent  for  the 
same  invention  has  been  taken  out  in  a  Foreign  Country  and  has 
expired  before  the  English  Patent. 

The  Attomey-Oeneral  (Sir  John  C6leridffe\  and  Mr.  Bowen,  for 
the  Crown : — 

No  jurisdiction  exists  in  this  Tribunal  to  entertain  the  petition. 
The  25th  section  of  the  Statute,  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  in  the  circum- 
stances of  the  French  Patent  having  expired,  excludes  the  juris- 
diction conferred  on  this  Tribunal  by  the  former  Patent  Acts. 
WinarCs  Patent  (1)  conclusively  settled  the  question,  if  any  doubt 
existed.  The  same  construction  was  put  on  that  section  by  Lord 
Eatherley  in  Daw  v.  JEfey  (8). 

Mr.  Eolievy  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Maerory,  for  the  Opponent^  Shep- 
pard : — 

The  grant  of  an  extended  term  is  not  of  right,  but  an  act  of 
favour.  On  the  ground  of  puMic  policy,  as  the  French  Patent 
has  been  allowed  to  drop,  the  invention  is  open  to  the  public  in 
France,  which  places  the  English  manufacturer  in  a  most  unfavour- 
able position ;  the  decision  in  WiiMn^e  Patent  (1)  is  condosive. 

(1)  Ante,  p.  93.  (5)  Uw  Rep.  3  P.  C.  193. 

(2)  1  Moore'a  P.  0.  Gases  (N.S.)  49.  (6)  Ante,  p.  84. 

(3)  16  Moore's  P.  0.  Casca  176.  (7)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  614.     • 

(4)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Qases  (N.S.)  26a  (8)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  496,  610. 
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Sib  BABin:s  Peaoook  : —  j.  0. 

In  this  case,  their  Lordships  cannot  say  that  they  have  no       }^ 


jurisdiction.  The  word  "suoh  "  in  the  proviso  in  the  25th  section  .  in  re 
of  the  Statute,  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  has  alrea;dy  received  a  judi-  Patent. 
cial  construction,  the  word  "such''  being  held  to  apply  to  a 
Patent  taken  out  in  a  Foreign  Country  befoi^  the  grant  o£  Letters 
Patent  in  England :  In  re  Belts'  Taieni  (1).  Their  Lordships, 
therefore,  think  the  meaning  is,  that  where  a  Patent  is  taken  out 
in  a  Foreign  Country,  before  the  grant  of  Letters  Patent  in  England 
and  the  Foreign  Patent  has  expired,  then  that  the  Patent  in 
England  should  cease  to  be  in  force,  and  that  where  one  **  such  '* 
Patent,  or  the  old  Patent,  has  been  obtained  abroad,  then  the 
English  Patent  shall  be  determined  at  the  expiration  of  the  earliest 
of  the  Letters  Patent  granted  in  a  Foreign  Country. 

TherefiH^,  notwithstanding  that  their  Lordships  may  have  juris- 
diction in  such  a  case,  it  is  a  question  to  be  determined  on' 
grounds  of  public  policy,  whether  they  ought  to  advise  Her  Majesty 
to  grant  a  prolongation  of  such  a  Patent  as  this.  Iii  BUCb 
Patent  (2),  in  1863,  Sir  John  T.  Coleridge  says:  "  Whether  that 
term  shall  be  extended,  in  effect,  whether  a  second  Patent  shall 
be  granted  for  the  same  consideration,  and  the  enjoyment  by  the 
public  of  its  vested  right  be  postponed,  is  to  depend  on  the  exeiv 
cise  of  a  discretion,  judicial  indeed,  yet  to  be  influenced  by  every 
such  circumstance  as  would  properly  weigh  on  a  sensiUe  and  con^ 
siderateperscm  in  determining^  whether  an  extraordinary  privilege, 
not  of  strict  right,  but  rather  of  equitable  reward,  should  be 
conferred." 

In  Newton's  PeOenl  (8),  referred  to  in  Winan's  Patent  (4),  their 
Lordships  thought  that  they  ought  not,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound 
judicial  diso^retion,  to  advise  Her  Majesty  to  grant  a  prolongation 
of  the  Patent.  The  same  principle  was  adopted  in  JohneonW 
Patent  {WOeox  dt  OiUbs  Sewing  machine)  (5)  in  1872,  and  was 
finally  upheld,  after  consideration  of  all  the  authorities,  in  Wtnan*» 
Patent  (4). 
If  the  Patent  ia  Franoe  had  been,  taken  out  on  the  3rd.  of  May, 

(1)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Caaes  (N:S.)  49.     .    (8)  16  Moore's  P.  0.  Coses,  17& 

(2)  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  264.         (4).  Ante,  p.  93.         . 

(6)  Ante,  p.  96. 

S  2T2 
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J.  0.       1859,  instead  of  the  5th  of  May,  in  that  year,  it  is  clear,  that  nnder 

1878        the  Statute,  15  &  16  Vict  c.  83,  s.  25,  their  Lordships  would  haye 

j^       had  no  power  to  recommend  a  prolongation  of  the  Patent.    Then, 

Patbmt      ^o^d  ^®"^  Lordships  be  carrying  out  the  policy  of  the  Legialature 

if  they  were  to  adyise  Her  Majesty  to  prolong  this  English  Patent, 

which  was  granted  on  the  3rd  of  May,  1859,  merely  because  the 
French  Patent  was  granted  two  days  afterwards,  when  they  would 
have  had  no  jurisdiction  to  advise  Her  Majesty  to  prolong  the 
Patent  at  all  if  the  French  Patent  had  been  taken  out  a  day 
earlier  than  the  English  Patent.  Their  Lordships  think,  that 
they  would  be  flying  in  the  face  of  the  policy  laid  down  by  the 
Legislature  under  the  Statute,  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  if  they  were 
to  recommend  Her  Majesty  to  prolong  the  term  of  the  Letters 
Patent  in  this  case.  It  has  been  stated  in  argument,  that  there 
is  not  much  difference  between  allowing  a  Foreign  Patent  to 
expire  and  not  taking  out  a  Foreign  Patent  at  all.  There  is  thia 
difference,  that  where  a  Patentee  takes  out  a  Patent  for  a  Foieign 
Invention,  he  is  taking  active  measures  to  make  the  invention 
known  in  the  Country  in  which  he  takes  out  such  Patent;  and 
the  Legislature  has  not  said  that  no  Patent  shall  be  granted  in 
England  for  a  Foreign  Invention,  unless  the  Inventor  shall  have 
taken  out  a  Patent  in  some  other  Country.  If  they  had  so  pro- 
vided, it  would,  in  effect,  be  prohibiting  altogether  the  grant  of  a 
Patent  for  a  Foreign  Invention.  The  Legislature  has  not  declared 
such  to  be  their  policy  upon  that  subject,  but  they  have  declared 
that,  where  a  Foreign  Inventor  has  taken  out  a  Patent  in  Enfflani 
for  such  invention,  and  has  also  taken  out  a  Patent  in  a  Foreign 
I  Country,  and  has  allowed  such  Foreign  Patent  to  expire,  then,  as 

Lord  Hatherley  states  in  the  case  of  Baw  y.  Eley  (1),  it  is  apparent 
•  that  the  object  of  the  Legislature  was  to  '^prevent  the  English 

manufactnrer  from  being  fettered  while  the  Foreigner  remains  free." 
Their  Lordships,  therefore,  looking  at  the  whole  of  the  case,  and 
especially  to  Winan's  Patent  (2),  think  that  they  ought  not  to 
advise  Her  Majesty  to  grant  a  prolongation  of  this  Patent. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioners :  Wihan,  BristowB,  it  Oarpmad. 
Solicitors  for  the  Opponent :  Vizardf  Orowder,  it  Co. 
Solicitors  to  the  Treasury,  for  the  Crown. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  3  Eq.  610.  (2)  Ante,  p.  93. 
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In  «  GARB'S  PATENT.  J.  0.* 

1873 

Letters  PaUnt—rProfiU — Allowance  to  Patentee  for  lose  of  time  in  bringing  v^y^ 

Patent  into  ptMie  use — Prolongation.  Jan,  14. 

In  ciromnstances  Bbewing  a  want  of  adequate  remoneratioo,  an  extension 
of  the  term  of  Letters  Patent  granted  for  six  years. 

In  estimating  the  profits  derived  from  the  Patent^  the  Judicial  Committee 
will  take  into  consideration  a  deduction  from  the  profits  of  the  Patent  for  the 
personal  expenses  of  the  Patentee  for  the  exclusive  devotion  of  his  time  in 
bringing  the  Patent  into  practical  operation  and  public  notice. 

XHE  Petitioner  in  this  case,  was  the  Patentee  of  an  inyention 
for  '' improrements  in  machineiy  for  disintegrating  artificial 
manures." 

The  invention  consisted  of  a  series  of  cylindrical  cages,  arranged 
on  an  axle  concentrically,  and  capable  of  revolving  in  different 
directions,  and  with  varying  velocities ;  into  the  central  of  the 
revolving  cages  of  which  the  material  to  be  operated  on  was 
introduced,  and  by  centrifugal  force  thrown  against  the  bars 
of  each  cage  in  succession,  and  finally  delivered  from  the  circum- 
ference of  the  outer  cages  in  the  requisite  state  of  disintegration, 
or  pulverisation ;  having  been  subjected,  in  its  passage  from  the 
centre  to  the  circumference,  to  violent  blows  from  the  bars  form- 
ing each  cage. 

In  the  petition  it  was  alleged,  that  the  invention  comprised  in 
the  Letters  Patent  was  his  sole  invention,  and  was  made  by  him  at 
considerable  expense,  and  after  long  and  laborious  personal  efforts 
•and  application ;  that  the  invention  was  of  very  great  utility,  and 
highly  beneficial  to  the  public  That  immediately  after  obtaining, 
on  the  29th  of  March,  1859,  provisional  protection  for  his  inven- 
tion, the  Petitioner,  by  circulars  addressed  to  artificial  manure 
manufacturers,  and  by  public  advertisements  in  Newspapers  pub- 
lished in  different  parts  of  the  United  Kingdom^  and  by  other 
personal  exertions,  endeavoured,  to  the  best  of  his  ability,  to 
make  known  his  invention,  and  to  induce  the  public  to  purchase 

*  Pretend  .—Sib  Jambs  Wnixuf  Colvilb,  Sib  Babhbs  Pxaoook,  Sib 
MoBTAOUB  Edwabd  Smith,  and  Sib  Bobbbt  Pobbktt  Ck>LLiEB. 
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J.  C       and  nse  the  same.    That  as  the  invention  was  useful  for  other  sub- 

1878        stances  besides  artificial  manure,  circulars  were  issued  by  him, 

jnre       ^^t  only  to  artificial  manure  manufacturers,  but  to  all  Eirms 

Tj^t.     ^^^^7  to  require  the  machinery.    That  machines  were,  from  time 

to  time,  publicly  exhibited  at  Agricultural  shows  and  othet  public 

exhibitions  by  the  Petitioner,  and  full  and  complete  accounts 
of  the  nature  and  advantages  of  the  invention  were  repeatedly 
inserted  in  various  scientific  Newspapers ;  but  that,  notwithstand- 
ing all  the  efforts  of  the  Petitioner,  his  invention  was  for  seTeral 
years  after  the  year  1859  only  used  by  a  small  number  of  persons. 
That  between  the  year  1859  and  the  present  time  the  Petitioners 
invention  had  been  applied  with  continually  increasing  succees  in 
the  making  artificial  manure,  and  in  various  other  Tradee^  namely, 
(a)  to  the  mixing  of  moist  Sugars  by  Sugar  manufacturers ;  (b)  to 
the  manufacture  of  Fire-bricks;  (o)  to  the  pulverisation  of  Ores; 
(d)  to  the  manufacture  of  patent  fuel ;  and  (e)  to  the  manufacture 
of  Asphalte  for  Beads.   That  in  the  artificial  manure  manufacture, 
and  other  Trades,  its  adoption  had  been  but  by  slow  degrees,  and 
only  recently,  become  general,  and  the  Petitioner  had  not  as  yet 
received  adequate  remuneration  in  respect  of  the  use  of  his  inven- 
tion.   That  the  Petitioner  had,  from  the  date  of  his  Patent,  given 
his  constant,  and  since  the  year  1862  his  undivided,  attention  to 
the  invention,  and  had  succeeded  in  making  several  improvements 
in  the  arrangement  and  detail  thereof.    That  in  respect  of  some 
of  these  improvements  Letters  Patent  had  been  granted  to  him, 
dated  respectively,  the  22nd  of  October,  1868,  the  5th  of  July, 
1870,  and  the  2nd  of  August,  1870 ;  and  that  as  he  had  not  been 
adequately  rewarded  for  his  invention  he  prayed  for  an  extension 
of  the  term  of  the  Letters  Patent 
No  caveat  was  entered  against  the  petition. 
Evidence  was  given  of  the  novelty  and  public  utility  of  the 
invention.     With  respect  to  the  accounts  of  the  profits  of  the 
Patent,  it  appeared  that  the  amount  of  remuneration  received,  after 
deducting  expenses,  amounted  to  about  £2,000.  Among  the  charges 
against  the  Patent  was  deducted  a  charge  of  £400  a  year  for  some 
years  for  the  Patentee's  personal  expenses  in  bringing  the  Patent 
into  public  notice. 


VOL.  lYJ  OASES  IN  THE  PBIVT  COUNCIL.  541 

Sir  Mhn  Earddke,  Q.C. ;  Ni.'Adbnj  Q.C. ;  and  Mr.  E.  Carpmad,       J.  GL 
for  the  Petitioner,  1873 


The.  AUometf-Qeneral  (Sir  John  Coleridffe,  Q-C),  and  Mr.  Bowen,      Oabb's 


for  the  Crown, 

Drew  attention  to  the  charge  of  £400  a  year  in  the  account 
against  the  profits  derived  from  the  Patent. 

SiB  Montagus  Smith  : — 

In  this  case  the  Inre'ntor  applies  for  a  prolongation  of  the  term 
of  Letters  Patent  granted  to  him,  in  the 'year  1859,  for  aii  inven- 
tion of  ^machinery  for  disintegrating  or  pulverizing  artificial 
manures  and  other  substances,''  and  from  the  explanation  which 
has  been  given  to  their  Lordships,  it  appekrs  that  the  inven- 
tion is  applicable  for  the  pui^se  of  reducing  to  powder,  materials 
which  are  used  in  various  important  trades.  The  malchine  is  one 
of  that  kind,  thd  varied  application  of  which  may  not  be  immedi- 
ately obvious.  It  woxdd  probably  inquire  considerable  experience 
of  its  use  before  Manufacturers  would  introduce  it  into  their  works, 
inasmuch  as  the  machine  i^  one  which  would  displace  those  already 
Employed  in  Various  m&ntLfactories.  It  is  common  experience  that 
men  are  slow  to  change  the  machines  they  use,  till  they  are  perfectly 
satisfied  by  experiments  that  the  new  machine  is  better,  and 
will  produce  results  m^re  chieaply  than  those  which  they  already 


Patwtt. 


It  appears,  that  the!  machine  is  one  original  in  its  kind ;  it  is  not 
metely  an  improvisment  upon  an*  old  machine,  but  one  which  is 
founded  upon  a  liew  principle^— a  principle  that  may  be  well  known 
to  scientific  persons,  but  which  had  not  been  applied  practically  to 
machinery  on' a  large  scale  before  the  invention  of  Mr.  Carr. 
Their  Lordships  are  satisfied,  that  there  is  considerable  merit  in  the 
invention,  and  that  the  machine  is  one  which  may  be  of  considerable 
utility  in  various  important  manufactories.  The  object  of  it  is  to 
pulverize  various  materials  by  blow8^  by  striking  the  materials, 
without  the  intervention  of  a  fulcrum  or  any  surface,  upon  which 
it  may  be  crushed ;  and  that  mode  of  shattering  or  breaking  the 
material  into  powder  is  stated  by  the  Witnesses  to  have  great 
advantage,  not  only  in  the  manufacture  of  artificial  manures,  but 
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J.  0.       for  various  other  purposes ;   for  instaucey  they  state  it  to  be  a 

1873        machine  which  may  be  very  advantageously  used  in  producing 

jn  „       flour  from  com,  instead  of  the  ordinary  milling  process.    Th6 

j^;^^      merit  and  utility  of  the  invention,  therefore,  in  their  Lordships' 

opinion,  are  great. 

The  next  consideration  is,  whether  the  Inventor  has  received 
sufficient  remuneration  for  his  invention.  There  is  no  Opponent 
appearing  at  their  Lordships'  Bar  to  oppose  the  prolongation  of 
the  Patent.  The  Attorney-General;  who  appeared  for  the  Crown, 
took  no  objection  to  the  prolongation  on  the  ground  of  any  want 
of  merit  in  the  invention,  nor  has  he  assisted  their  Lordships  by 
going  into  the  accounts.  It  must  be  assumed  that,  so  far  as  the 
Attorney-General  is  concerned,  he  has,  upon  looking  into  the  details 
of  the  accounts,  found  that  there  was  nothing  on  the  face  of  them 
which  required  him  to  investigate  them  before  their  Lordships. 

The  usual  evidence  has  been  given,  and  there  appears  no  reason 
to  doubt  that  the  accounts  are  accurate  and  contain  a  true  state- 
ment of  the  expenses  on  the  one  side,  and  of  the  receipts  on  the 
other.  And  the  result  of  the  accounts  is,  comparing  the  expendi- 
ture with  the  profits  received  by  the  Inventor  on  account  of  the 
Patent,  amount  to  about  £2,000.  Their  Lordships  think  that  is 
not  an  adequate  remuneration  for  an  invention  of  such  excellence. 
The  only  suggestion  made  by  the  Attomey-Greneral  was,  that  the 
Patentee  had  charged  in  some  years  an  annual  sum  of  £400  for  his 
time.  Undoubtedly,  a  charge  of  that  kind  ought  to  be  narrowly 
watched ;  but  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  in  this  case  the 
Patent  may  be  properly  debited  with  that  annual  amount;  at  all 
events,  for  the  years  in  which  it  is  made.  It  appears  that  Mr. 
Cart  in  the  first,  second,  or  third  years  after  he  had  obtained  his 
Patent,  did  not  devote  the  whole  of  his  time  to  carrying  it  out; 
but  having  then  become  more  confident  of  the  great  value  of  his 
invention,  he  appears  in  the  year  1863  to  have  given  up  the  busi- 
ness in  which  he  was  engaged,  that  of  a  machine  manufacturer,  and 
to  have  devoted  his  whole  time  from  that  year  to  the  improve- 
ment of  the  machine  and  to  promote  its  adoption  by  the  public 

Mr.  Carr  appears  to  be  a  Gentlemen  of  science  and  of  great 
mechanical  skill,  and  his  time,  from  the  evidence,  appears  to  be 
fully  as  valuable  as  the  amount  that  he  sets  upon  it.    Their  Lord- 
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fihips  thinks  that  in  this  case,  as  was  allowed  in  PerJcin's  Patent  (1),  J.  0. 

the  snm  of  £400,  which  Mr.  Carr  has  cliarged  in  each  year,  may  1873 

be  fairly  debited  to  the  Patent.    On  the  whole  their  Lordships  j^  re 

will  recommend  Her  Majesty  to  grant  a  prolongation  of  this  Patent  -p^l^ 

for  six  years.  - — 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioners :  Qregary^  Bowoliffe,  Rowcliffe^  c£ 
Itawles. 
Sob'citors  to  the  Treasury,  for  the  Crown. 


JAMES  BROWN Appellant;       .J.c.» 

ALEXANDER  McLACHLAN Respondent.      ^!!li^' 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  SOUTH  AUSTRALIA. 

Sovih  Australia,  law  qf-^Fencing  Act^  No.  6,  qf  1865— (7on»fn«c<ion— 
Fask>ral  Leaaea, 

The  Australian  Fencing  Act^  Na  6,  of  1866,  does  not  apply  to  waste 
lands  in  South  Australia  held  on  lease  from  the  Crown  for  pastoral  purposes. 

If  a  Statute  professes  merely  to  repeal  a  former  Statute  of  limited  operation, 
and  to  r&-enact  its  provisions  in  an  amended  form,  an  intention  to  extend  the 
operation  of  its  provisions  to  classes  of  persons  not  previously  subject  to 
them  is  not  to  be  presumed  as  a  necessary  inference^  unless  the  intention  to 
the  contrary  is  clearly  shewn. 

iHIS  was  an  action  bronght  bj  the  Appellant  to  recover  half 
the  value  of  a  fence  erected  by  him,  between  adjoining  tracts  of 
land  respectively  occupied  by  him  and  the  Respondent,  and  of 
which  it  was  alleged  that  the  latter  had  availed  himself.  The 
action  was  based  on  the  provisions  of  the  South  Australia/n  Fencing 
Act  of  1865-6,  No.  6  (2). 
The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  the  Plaintiff  was 

•  Present  i-^jR  Jaxbb  WillulU  C!olvile,  Sib  Babnbs  Pbaoooe,  Sol  Mok- 
7AQUB  Edwabd  SiOTH,  and  Sib  Robebt  Pobbbtt  Ck>iJiisB. 


(1)  2  Web.  Pat  Cases,  16. 
(2)  The  4th  section  is  set  out  in  the  Judgment,  post,  p.  546.     \ 
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J.  0.       the  Owner,  within  the  true  inteniand  meaning  of  the  FencmgAdf 

1872       No.  6,  of  1865y  of  a  fence,  not  being  a  party  fence,  and  that  sach 

Bbowh      fence  divided  certain  land  known  as  Avenue  Bange  from  certain 

iIoLachlak.  other  land  known  as  Mowd  Scab,  and  that  the  Defendant,  being 

the  occupier  of  the  last-mentioned  land,  had  availed  himself  rf 

the  fence  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  Act,  and  that 
the' Plaintiff  had  duly  made  a  demand  in  writing  of  the  Defendant 
under  that  Act  for  payment  of  half  the  value  of  the  fence,  yet  tbe 
Defendant  had  not  paid  the  tome.  There  was  also  a  second  coilnt, 
alleging  an  agreement  by  the  Defendant  to  pay  half  the  value  of 
the  fence,  and  a  breach  of  that  agreement. 

The  Defendant  pleaded,  first,  to  the  second  count,  a  denial  of 
the  agreement. .  Second^  to  the.  first  co.unt,  a  denial  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  the  Owner  of  the  fence.  Third,  to  the  first  count,  a 
denial  that  the  Defendant  was  the  occupier  of  the  adjoining  land. 
Fourth,  to  the  first  c6unt,  a  denial  that  the  fence  was  a  dividing 
fence.  And,  fifth,  to  the  first  count,  a  denial  that  the  Defendant 
availed  himself  of  the  fence. 

The  action  was  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Weanfiff. 

At  the  trial  admissions  signed  by  both  parties  were  put  in.  It 
was  admitted  between  the  parties,  first,  thiat  the  fences  in  respect 
of  which  the  action  was  brought  were  dividing  fences  between 
the  respective  runs  mentioned  in  the  declaration.  Secondly,  that 
the  Plaintiff  was,  at  the  time  of  the  erection  of  the  fence,  a 
tenant  of  the  Crown  for  pastoral  purposes  of  the  run  called  Avenue 
BanffSf  and  continued  so  therefrom  to  the  time  the  action  was 
brought,  and  that  the  fencesr  were  erected  on  the  boundary  line 
thereof  by  the  Plaintiff.  That  any  objection  to  the  form  of  lease 
or  leases  under  which  the  Plaintiff  claimed  was  to  be  open  to  tbe 
Defendant,  and  a  form  of  lease  used  by  the  Crown  for  leases  for 
pastoral  .purposes  was  to  be  admitted  as  evidence  to  raise  any  point 
arising  on  the  form  of  lease.  Thirdly,  that  the  Defendant  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  demand  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  occupier  of 
the  Mount  Scab  run  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  and  before  such 
demand  had  availed  himself  of  the  fences.  '  And,  fourthly,  that  the 
demand  mentioned  in  the  declaration  was  made  as  therein  stated. 

A  form  of  lease  and  renewed  lease  was  put  in  evidence. 

The  learned  Judge  directed  the  jury  that  there  was  unanswered 
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evidence  that  the  Appellant  was  the  Owner  of  the  fence  in  question  J.  0. 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Fencing  Ad,  1865 ;  and  the  jury  there-  1872 
upon  gave  a  verdict  for  the  Appellant  for  the  sum  of  £184.  Bbowk 

A  rule  was  afterwards  obtained  by  the  Respondent  tci  set  aside  ^jol^hlan 
this  verdict,  on  grounds,  first,  that  the  Judge  who  tried  the  action  — — 
misdirected  the  jury  in  directing  them  that  the  Plaintiff  (the  Ap* 
pellant)  was  the  Owner  of  the  fence  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Feneing  Act,  1865;  secondly,  that  there  was  evidence  that  the 
fence  was  not  a  party-fence  within  the  meaning  of  that  Act;  and, 
thirdly,  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  fence  was  not  the 
property  of  the  Appellant. 

On  the  Ist  of  September,  1870,  the  rule  having  come  on  for 
argument,  the  same  was  made  absolute,  and  a  nonsuit  was  ordered 
to  be  entered  for  the  Defendant  (the  Bespondent)  the  Supreme 
Court  being  of  opinion,  that  the  Fencing  Ad  of  1865  must  be  held 
only  to  apply  to  land  purchased  from  the  Crown,  and  not  to  land 
held  for  pastoral  purposes,  and  that  thd  Appellant  was  not  en- 
titled to  any  compensation  in  respect  to  the  fence  in  question. 

From  the  judgment  so  pronounced  by  the  Supreme  Court  the 
Appellant  obtained  special  leaye  to  appeal  (1). 

Mr.  Field,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cunningham,  for  the  Appellant  :— 

The  judgment  is  erroneous  in  point  of  law,  as  it  proceeded  on  a 
mistaken  conception  of  the  intention  and  scope  of  the  Fencing  Ad, 
Ko.  6,  of  1865,  and  the  legal  effect  of  pastoral  leases.  The  ques- 
tion really  is,  whether  the  Appellant  was  Owner  of  the  Fence  in . 
question.  As  there  was  a  clause  in  his  Lease  binding  him  to  keep 
fences  in  repair,  he  would  be  the  person  primarily,  damnified  by 
the  destruction  of  the  fence,  it  having  been  erected  at  his  expense, 
80  that  according  to  both  branches  of  the  definition  in  the  Act, 
No.  6  of  1865,  he  was  Owner  within  the  meaning  of  that  Act. 
Clearly  no  prohibition  to  erect  fences  exists  in  the  lease,  the  words 
in  the  lease  implying  a  licence  to  erect  fences  of  some  kind.  They 
referred  to  Ordinance,  No.  10,  of  1846,  as  to  occupation  of  waste 
lands,  repealed  by  Act,  No.  6,  of  1865,  and  contended  that  its 

revisions  were  extended  by  the  latter  Act  to  tenants  of  the  Crown 

(1)  See  Law  Bep.  3  P.  C.  458. 
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J.  0.        onder  pastoral  leases ;  the  Colonial  Begalations  as  to  waste  lands, 
1872        and  the  Colonial  Act,  No.  17,  of  1869,  sect  S3. 

^^  Mr.  BircmgwayB  (Mr.  A.  Cohen  with  him),  for  the  Respondent  :— 

itfcLAOTLAN.  j^  ^  submitted,  that  the  Appellant  was  not  entitled  to  any 
compensation  in  respect  of  the  Fence  in  question.  As  held  by  the 
Court  below,  Act,  No.  6,  of  1865,  applies  only  to  land  purchased 
from  the  Crown,  not  to  waste  lands  of  the  Crown  demised  for  pas- 
toral purposes.  In  fact  the  Appellant  was  a  wrongdoer  in  erecting 
the  Fence  on  the  boundary  of  the  run.  The  Judge  who  tried  the 
action  misdirected  the  jury  in  telling  them  that  there  was  un- 
answered evidence  that  the  Appellant  was  Owner  of  the  Fence 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Fencing  Act,  No.  6, 1865. 

1872  Judgment  having  been  reserved,  was  now  pronounced  by 

Dee.  21.       SiB  JaMES  CoLVILB  : — 

The  Appellant  and  Bespondent  are  the  holders  of  contiguons 
runs  in  South  Australia,  leased  by  the  Crown  for  pastoral  purposes. 
In  1870,  the  Appellant  commenced  an  action  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Colony  for  the  recovery  from  the  Bespondent  of 
half  the  value  of  a  Fence  erected  by  the  former  on  the  boundary 
line  between  the  two  runs.  His  right  of  action  was  founded  on 
the  4th  section  of  the  local  Statute  known  as  the  Fencing  Ad, 
1865,  which  is  in  these  words  :— 

"  When  any  occupier  of  land  has  heretofore  availed  himself,  or 
shall  hereafter  avail  himself,  of  any  fence,  not  being  a  party  fence, 
dividing  such  land  from  the  land  adjoining,  the  occupier  in  posses- 
sion shall,  upon  demand,  be  liable  to  pay  to  the  owner  of  such 
dividing  fence  one  half  part  of  the  value  at  the  time  of  such 
demand  of  so  much  of  such  fence  as  shall  abut  upon  the  land  so 
occupied  as  aforesaid." 

At  the  trial  it  was  either  admitted  or  proved  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  at  the  time  of  the  erection  of  the  Fence,  which  was  finished  in 
June,  1863,  a  tenant  of  the  Crown  for  pastoral  purposes,  of  the 
run  called  Avenue  Bange,  and  had  continued  to  be  so  up  to  the 
date  of  the  conmiencement  of  the  action ;  that  he  had  erected  the 
Fence  on  the  boundary  line ;  that  the  Defendant  was,  at  the  time 
of  the  demand,  occupier  of  the  adjoining  run  known  as  Mount 
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Scab;  and  before  the  demand  had  ayafled  himself  of  the  fence       J.  0. 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Act ;  and,  further,  that  the  demand       1872 
was  doly  made.    And  it  is  admitted  that,  in  this  state  of  things,     brown 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover,  if  he  were  the  Owner  of  a  ucLaotlam- 
dividing  fence  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  Act.  

The  jury,  under  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge  who  tried 
the  cause,  foimd  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  assessed  the 
damages  at  £184.  The  Defendant  afterwards,  under  leave  re- 
served at  the  trial,  moved  for  and  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause 
why  the  verdict  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  had ;  and, 
upon  argument,  the  full  Courts  on  the  ground  that  the  Fetkdng 
Ad  of  1865  must  be  held  to  apply  only  to  land  purchased  from 
the  Crown,  and  not  to  land  held  for  pastoral  purposes,  ordered 
that  the  verdict  entered  for  the  Plaintiff  should  be  set  aside,  and  a 
nonsuit  entered. 

The  Appellant  being  dissatisfied  with  this  judgment  applied  for 
special  leave  to  appeal  on  the  ground  that^  although  the  sum  in 
dispute  was  below  the  appealable  amount,  the  question  determined 
against  him  was  one  of  general  interest,  and  considerable  import- 
ance in  the  C!olony ;  and  such  Jeave  was  accordingly  granted,  but 
on  the  understanding  that  the  appeal  should  be  confined  to  the 
substantial  question  involved  in  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  and 
'  that  no  formal  objection  should  be  taken  on  the  ground  that  the 
Order  was  not  for  a  new  trial,  but  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

The  appeal  has  been  fairly  argued  on  that  understanding,  and 
the  only  question  for  their  Lordships'  determination  is,  whether 
the  learned  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  were  right  in  holding 
that  the  Statute  does  not  apply  to  land  held  for  pastoral  purposes ; 
or,  in  other  words,  that  the  Appellant  was  not  the  owner  of  a 
dividing  fence  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act  If  they  are  right, 
the  foundation  of  the  action  fails.  If  they  are  wrong,  the  Appel- 
lant is  entitled  to  retain  his  verdict,  and  to  have  judgment  entered 
accordingly. 

The  object  of  the  Fencing  Act,  No.  6,  of  1865,  as  declared  in  its  pre- 
amble, was  to  repeal  the  Ordinance  (No.  10,  of  1846)  which  had  been 
passed  io  encourage  the  fencing  of  land ;  and  to  make  other  pro- 
visions in  lieu  thereo£  It  accordingly  did  repeal  that  Ordinance, 
and  enacted  the  provisions  upon  which  the  present  question  has 
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J.  0.  arisen.  It  is,  lioweyer,  to  be  obserred  that  tbe  particular  right 
1872  upon  whioh  the  Appellant's  action  was  founded  was  not  for  the 
Bbowh  fi^Bt  time  enacted  by  the  latter  Ajct.  It  is  substantially  tb 
MoLAOHLAir.  ^^^  *®  *^**  given  by  the  first  section  of  the  repealed  Ordinance 
— r-  to  those  who  were  within  its  operation.  The  Chief  Justice,  in  det 
rering  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court,  stated  that  it  had  been 
conceded  on:  the  argument,  ihat  the  Ordinance  could  not  apply  to 
fences  upon  lands  held  for  pastoral  purposes.  Mr.  Field  was  at 
first  inclined  to  question  the  correctness  of  this  admission  (if 
made) ;  but,  as  the  argument  proceeded,  it  appeared  that  in  1846, 
when  the  Ordinance  was  passed,  waste  lands  occupied  for  pastonJ 
purposes  were  held  not  under  leaaes,  but  tmder  mere  licenses  from, 
the  Crown ;  and  that,  consequently,  it  was  impossible  to  bring  the 
holders  of  such  lands  within  the  definition  of  an  Owner  contained 
in  the  4th  clause  of  the  ordinancel  It  is,  therefore,  now  admitted 
that,  when  the  fence  in  question  was  completed,  yiz^,  in  Jane, 
1868,  the  Appellant  could  not  have  enforced  under  the  then 
existing  law  any  such  right  as  he  now  asserts  against  the  Bespon- 
dent,  or  other  occupier  of  Mount  Scab  ;  and  further,  that  the  Ordi- 
nance having  no  application  to  the  waste  lands  held  for  pastoral 
purposes,  was  designed  only  to  encourage  the  fencing  of  lands  of 
which  the  ownership  had  been  or  might  be  thereafter  purchased 
from  the  Crown.  The  only  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  the 
Appellant  has  acquired  the  right  on  which  he  insists  by  force  of 
the  subsequently  enacted  Fencing  Act  of  1865. 

Much  of  the  argument  before  their  Lordships  has  turned  upon 
the  peculiar  nature  of  the  tenure  under  which,  in  this  Colony, 
waste  lands  are  and  have  been  held  under  the  Crown  for  pastoral 
purposes. 

It  is  uzmecessary  to  trace  with  particularity  the  legislation  which 
has  taken  place  on  this  subject  by  means  either  of  Ordets  in 
Council,  Imperial  Statutes,  Acts  of  the  Local  Legislature,  or  regu- 
lations promulgated  by  the  Executive  Government  under  some 
statutory  authority.  It  is  su£Scient  to  state  that  the  public  docn- 
ments  admitted  by  the  consent  of  the  parties  in  evidence  on  the 
record,  and  the  Statutes  to  which  their  Lordships'  attention  has 
been  directed,  seem  abundantly  to  establish  the  following  pn^)osi- 
tions^— 
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First,  that,  ever  since  the  first  establishment  of  the  Colony  in  J.  0. 
1834,  there  have  been  two  distinct  classes  of  real  property :  the  1872 
first  consisting  of  land  absolutely  sold  by  (Government  to  Settlers  bbowk 
and  Immigrants  for  agricultural  or  building  purposes ;  and,  the  m^Lachlak 

other,  of  the  residue  of  the  waste  lands,  the  ownership  whereof        

remained  in  the  Crown,  forming  as  it  were  the  pnUic  stock  by  the 
prorident  use  of  which  the  future  development  of  the  Colony  was 
to  be  secured. 

Second,  that  although  the  Crown  has  been  in  the  habit  of  grant- 
ing the  temporary  use  and  occupation  of  large  portions  of  these 
waste  lands  for  pastoral  purposes,  its  power  of  doing  so  has  always 
been  jealously  controlled ;  that,  in  the  first  instance,  it  granted 
mere  licenses  to  depasture  so  many  head  of  Sheep  or  Cattle  without 
any  definition  of  area,  or  the  grant  of  an  exclusive  right  in  the 
soil ;  that  when  leases  came  into  use  its  power  of  leasing  was 
limited  as  to  time  (a  limitation  which,  though  enlarged  from  time 
to  time,  still  exists) ;  and  that  every  lease  so  granted  contained 
various  conditions  and  provisions  which  went  to  restrict  the  powers 
of  the  Lessees ;  to  secure  certain  privileges  for  the  aboriginal  inha- 
bitants and  the  general  public ;  and,  above  ail,  to  reserve  to  the 
Grown  the  right  of  resuming  the  lands  in  certain  events  for  public 
purposes,  one  of  such  purposes  being  the  absolute  sale  of  any  part 
of  them  to  agricultural  Settlers. 

Third,  That^  in  particular,  such  leases  were  made  voidable  when- 
ever the  lands  comprised  in  them  should  be  declared  to  be  part  of 
a  hundred ;  it  being  in  such  case  provided  that  so  much  of  the  land 
included  in  the  hundred  as  might  remain  waste,  should  be  subject 
to  certain  rights  of  common  in  favour  of  the  proprietors  of  the  pur- 
chased and  settled  lands  in  the  hundred;  apd  even  when' not 
required  for  that  purpose  should  not  be  demised  to  a  pastoral 
lessee  for  more  than  one  year. 

From  this  state  of  things  it  has  naturally  resulted,  as  was  pointed 
out  by  Mr.  Stran^ays,  that  the  written  law  of  the  Colony  has  had 
a  tendency  to  divide  itself  into  two  distinct  classes,  viz..  Acts  de- 
signed to  regulate  the  permanent  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  pur- 
chased lands,  and  Acts  designed  to  regulate  the  temporary  use 
and  occupation  of  the  waste  lands,  and  especially  to  restrain  the 
unprovident  alienation  of  large  tracts  of  such  land. 
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J.  C.  The  Ordinance  of  1846  is  admitted  to  have  been  exclusively  a 

1872       law  of  the  former  dass. 

Bfio\vN  It  haSy  however,  been  argued  that,  inasmuch  as  the  terms  of  the 

McL'ACHLAN.  ^^^^9  ^<^  o^  1866,  are  wide  enough  to  embrace  the  tenants  of  the 

— '  Crown  under  pastoral  leases,  that  Act  must  be  taken  to  apply  to 
them  unless  they  are  excluded  from  its  operation  by  express  words, 
or  necessary  intendment ;  and  that  the  Legislature  in  passing  it, 
and  in  repealing  the  former  Ordinance,  must  be  presumed  to  have 
intended  so  to  extend  the  provisions  for  the  encouragement  of 
fencing. 

Their  Lordships  afe  not  satisfied  that  this  reasoning  is  correct 
They  conceive  that,  in  dealing  with  a  Statute  which  professes 
merely  to  repeal  a  former  Statute  of  limited  operation,  and  to  re- 
enact  its  provisions  in  an  amended  form,  they  are  not  necessarily 
to  presume  an  intention  to  extend  the  operation  of  those  provisions 
to  classes  of  persons  not  previously  subject  to  them,  unless  the 
contrary  is  shewn ;  but  that  they  are  to  determine  on  a  fair 
construction  of  the  whole  Statute  considered  with  reference  to 
the  surrounding  circumstances  whether  such  an  intention  existed. 
Mr.  Fidd^  indeed,  contended  that  the  intention  might  be  pre- 
sumed since  the  same  motives  which  induced  the  Legislatnie  to 
encourage  the  fencing  of  the  settled  and  purchased  lands,  would 
make  it  desire  to  encourage  the  fencing  of  the  waste  lands  leased 
for  pastoral  purposes;  and  he  also  relied  on  the  stipulations 
in  the  renewed  leases  which  bound  the  tenant  to  keep  existing- 
fences  in  repair.  But  there  are  many  reasons  why  the  Legislatare 
should  encourage  the  fencing  of  lands  in  a  hundred  parcelled  oat 
amongst  small  proprietors,  and  containing  certain  common  lands 
on  which  such  proprietors  have  a  right  of  pasturage,  which  have 
no  application  to  the  construction  of  boundary  fences  between  the 
vast  districts  demised  for  pastoral  purposes  for  short  terms  of 
years.  Moreover,  the  judgment  under  appeal  suggests  various 
reasons  founded  on  the  Crown's  right  of  resumption ;  and  on  the 
conditions  imposed  on  the  lessees  in  favour  of  the  Aborigines  and 
the  public,  which,  if  not  absolutely  inconsistent  with  the  existence 
of  the  supposed  intention,  do  at  least  render  it  highly  improbable. 
Again,  the  stipulations  for  the  keeping  up  the  fences  are  satisfied 
by  supposing  that  they  apply  to  such  fences  as  are  required  for 
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Cattle  or  Sheep  pens,  or  other  purposes  oonnected  with  the  use  of      J.  o. 
the  run.    They  do  not  necessarily  imply  a  desire  even  on  the  part       1872 
of  the  Crown  to  encourage  the  inclosure  of  vast  tracts  of  waste      Bbo^n 
land  within  boundary  fences.    And  although  their  Lordships  were 
referred  to  a  late  Act,  No.  17,  of  1869,  of  which  the  33rd  section 
contemplates  the  fencing  in  by  pastoral  lessees  of  areas  of  the 
demised  land  comprehending  even  twenty-five  square  miles ;  that 
enactment  seems  to  shew  that  the  encouragement  to  such  fencing 
consisted  in  a  reduction  of  the  rent  payable  to  the  Grown,  and 
contradicts  rather  than  confirms    the  notion  that   the  Crown 
lessees  were  within  the  operation  of  the  General  Fencing  Act  of 
1865. 

Again,  looking  to  the  provisions  of  the  Fencing  Ad  of  1865, 
itself,  they  seem  to  their  Lordships  to  afford  strong  grounds  for  the 
conclusion  that  it  does  not  extend,  and  was  never  intended  to 
extend,  to  lands  leased  for  pastoral  purposes. 

One  of  the  definitions  of  "  the  Owner  of  a  dividing  fence  "  is 
'<  the  person  who,  irrespective  of  this  Act,  by  act  of  parties,  is  liable 
to  keep  such  fence  in  repair."  These  words  seem  to  point  to  a 
contract  between  a  private  proprietor  and  his  sub-tenants,  and 
hardly  to  include  one  between  the  Crown  and  its  lessees.  Again,  as 
Mr.  Sira/ngwaya  pointed  out,  the  Fence  contemplated  is  "one 
ordinarily  capable  of  resisting  the  trespass  of  great  cattle."  It 
need  not>  in  the  first  instance,  be  a  Fence  capable  of  resisting  the 
trespass  of  Sheep,  though,  after  it  has  become  a  party  fence  by  the 
operation  of  the  ActJ  or  otherwise,  it  may  be  made  so  capable  by 
either  of  the  part-occupiers  under  sect.  6.  Yet  it  would  seem  that 
the  majority  of  runs  are  depastured  by  Sheep  more  generally  than 
by  large  cattle;  whereaef,  on  the  common  lands  in  the  settled 
hundreds,  large  cattle  are  found  in  greater  numbers  than  Sheep. 

Stronger  arguments  against  the  Appellant's  construction  of  the 
Act  are,  however,  to  be  found  in  the  following  considerations.  If 
the  Act  applies  to  lessees  for  pastoral  purposes,  then  the  Crown,  at 
the  expiration  of  the  lease  of  one  of  the  runs,  may  find  itself  sub- 
ject to  all  the  liabilities  which  attach  to  the  owner  of  land  bounded 
by  a  party  fence.  Such  a  consequence,  if  intended,  could  hardly 
fail  to  be  expressed.  And  if  the  Crown  were  not  so  bound,  the 
occupier  who  had  availed  himself  of  the  fence  might  incur  the 
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J.  0.       burtEen  of  paying  half  its  cost  without  reaping  the  coTresponding 

1872       advantage. 
Bbowh  -Again,  it  is  clear  that  under  the  4th  section  of  the  Act,  if  it  is 

aicLACHLAN  **^^^  ^  *^PPly  ^  ^^^  lands  leased  for  pastoral  purposes,  an  occupier 

of  such  land  might  be  retrospectively  subjected  to  liability  whicb, 

but  for  the  Act,  he  would  not  have  incurred.  In  the  present  case 
it  is  no  doubt  true  that,  though  the  fence  was  erected  before  the 
passing  of  the  Fencing  Act  of  1865,  the  Appellant's  right  of  action  is 
founded  on  an  act  done  by  the  Respondent  after  the  date  of  the 
Act,  in  order  to  avail  himself  of  the  fence.  But  it  might  have 
been  otherwise.  The  4th  section  says :  "  When  any  occupier  of  land 
]ias  heretofore  availed  himself,  or  shall^  hereafter  avail  himself  of 
any  Fence,"  &e.  This  provision  is  reasonable  if  it  is  limited  to  those 
who,  under  the  repealed  Ordinance,  would  have  incurred  a  similar 
liability.  But  it  is  hardly  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the  Legis- 
lature intended  by  the  clause  in  question  to  impose  retrospectively 
a  new  liability  on  the  occupiers  of  pastoral  runs. 

It  does  not  appear  to  their  Lordships  to  be  necessary  for  the 
determination  of  this  appeal  to  go  the  length  of  affirming  the 
opinion  expressed  by  the  learned  Chief  Justice,  to  the  effect  that 
the  erection  of  such  a  Fence  as  that  in  question  was  an  actual 
violation  of  the  Crown  leases,  and  that  both  the  party  erecting  it 
and  the  party  availing  himself  of  it  were  wrongdoers,  a  proposi- 
tion  which  their  Lordships  think  is  extremely  doubtful.  But  for 
the  reasons  above  given  they  are  of  opinion,  that  the  conclusion  to 
which  the  Court  unanimously,  and  with  all  the  advantages  of  local 
knowledge,  came  upon  the  argument  of  the  rule,  viz.,  that  the 
Fencing  Act  of  1865,  does  not  apply  to  land  held  for  pastoral  pur- 
poses was  correct ;  and  they  will  accordingly  humbly  advise  Her 
Majesty  to  affirm  the  judgment,  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal  with 
costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Torr,  Janeway,  Tagart,  £ 
Janeway. 

Solicitors  for  the  Eespondent  :  Messrs.  Gfray,  JolvMon,  & 
Mounsey, 
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AZfiMA     BOUCHfe,    otherwise    E™™^^1  ^pj^^^^^.  ^'^* 

LAGESSE )      ppellant;  ^^^ 

AND  Dee.  20. 

LUCIE   ALLARD   and   ALPHONSE)  ., 

>  Besponbents. 
LAGESSE j  "«^^«^«- 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OP  MAURITIUS. 

Mauritius^  law  of-^Code  Civil — Will — Construction — Legacy — Quoiite 
dispanibU — Succession — Election, 

Construction  of  bequests  in  a  Will,  made  in  the  mystique  or  secret  form, 
in  accordance  with  the  Code  Civil,  the  law  prevailing  in  the  Mauritius. 

The  Testator,  at  the  time  of  making  his  Will,  was  liTing  in  cohabitation  with 
a  woman,  by  whom  he  had  had  two  children,  and  whom  he  therein  recognised 
and  provided  for  as  follows :  ^  J^ai  reconnu  pour  mes  en/ants  natureh,  Ac. ;  e^ 
je  donne  et  Ihgue  h  ces  efi^anis  la  moitiS  de  tons  ks  hiena  gSniralement  guelcon* 
quea  que.je  la%»erai  atf  jour  de  mon  dichf*  and  disposed  of  the  whole  of 
his  ''  quctit^  dispontble  **  in  favour  of  other  Legatees.  The  Testator  after- 
wards married  the  Mother  of  his  children,  who  thereby,  by  the  Code  Civil, 
Art.  331,  became  legitimized ;  but  neither  before  nor  after  his  marriage 
revoked,  altered,  or  republished  his  Will,  or  left  any  other  heirs  entitled  to 
the  sQOoeflsion.  On  a  suit  by  one  of  the  Legatees  for  the  recovery  of  a  legacy 
bequeathed  to  her  by  the  Will,  against  the  Mother  of  his  children  acting  as 
testamentary  Executrix  of  the  Testator,  who,  among'  other  pleas,  contended 
that,  even  if  the  bequest  was  valid  it  ought  to  be  reduced,  inasmuch  as  that 
and  the  other  legacies  given  by  the  Will  exceeded  the  disposable  proportion 
(^quotiti  disponible)  of  the  Testator's  succession,  the  children  being  by  the 
Will  entitled  to  one-half  of  such  succession  in  preference  to  all  other  legacies 
given  by  the  Will : — Held,  by  the  Judicial  Committee  (affirming  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Supreme  Court),  that  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  WQl, 
the  legacy  given  to  the  children  was  a  gift  of  a  moiety  of  the  whole  succession, 
and  not  a  moiety  of  the  quality  disponible  only ;  and  that  as  the  children 
were  by  law  entitled  to  a  legal  reserve  of  two-thirds  of  the  estate  of  their 
late  Father,  if  they  elected  to  claim  such  reserve,  which  would  reduce  the 
Plaintiffs  legacy,  the  Mother,  as  their  Guardian,  must  make  election  between 
the  one-half  bequeathed  by  the  Will  and  the  two-thirds,  the  l^gal  reserve.    . 

1  HE  action  ottt  of  which  this  appeal  arose  was  brought  in  the 
Sapreme  Court  of  Mauritius  by  the  Eespondent,  Lude  AHard^ 
against  the  Appellant,  Asiema,  otherwise  Emma^  Lagesss,  Widow, 

*  Present:— Sib  Jambs  Wiluax  ColvilB,  Sib  Babkbs  Peaoook,  Sib  Mon- 
TAGUB  Edwabd  Smtth,  and  Sib  Robxbt  Pobbbtt  Collikb. 
Vou  IV.  8  2  X 
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J.O.       as  Gaardian  of  OeeSe  Lapesse  and  Marie  Lagesse,  infants,  and 

1872        Mphonae  Lagesse^  testamentary  Execntor  of  Lionce  Lagesse,  de- 

LAonea     ceased.     The  object  of  the  action  was  to  reooyer  a  legacy  of 

$10,000  bequeathed  to  the  Bespondent,  Lude  AUard,  by  the  W31 

of  lAonce  Lagesse. 

The  Bespondent  was  the  Sister  of  the  Testator,  and  ihe  Wife 
of  TimoiMe  AUard,  and  was,  in  the  absence  of  her  Hnsband  from 
the  Island,  authorized  by  a  Judge's  Order  to  accept  purely  and 
simply  the  legacy  of  |I0,000,  and  to  ask  for  the  delivery  thereof 
from  the  heirs  before  a  competent  Court 

The  Willy  upon  the  construction  of  which  the  questions  in  this 
appeal  arose,  was  dated  the  29th  of  December,  1866,  and  was 
made  in  the  mysHqtte  form,  being  deposited  with  a  Notary  without 
any  disclosure  of  its  contents,  and,  so  far  as  is  important  to  the 
questions  raised  in  the  appeal,  was  as  follows : — 

**  1^  Tcii  reoannu  pour  mes  en/ants  natureb  CSciJe  et  Marie,  fS^s 
de  Madlle.  AzSma  BouchS,  ausei  appdSe  Emma  BouehS;  je  dMare 
reoonnattre  par  le  prSseni  ausei  pour  men  enfant  naiurd,  Tenfant 
dont  lordite  Demoiselle  Bouch4  est  aetueHemenl  enceinte  ;  etje  donne  et 
Vegue  a  ees  trois  en/ants  (Cicile,  Marie,  et  odui  dont  Madlle.  Bowhe 
est  enceinte)  la  moUiS  de  tons  les  Kens  ginSralement  qudconques  que 
Je  laisserai  aujour  de  mon  dices. 

*'  2^  Je  donne  eP  legue  a  Madlle.  Emma  BouchS  som-nommee  une 
somme  de  vingt  miUe  piastres,  plus  mon  immeMe,  avec  tout  eequien 
dSpendf  situS  au  Port  Louis  a  Tangle  des  Rues  Madame  et  des  CrMes, 
a^cquis  par  moi  de  Mr.  Arthur  Edwards  ;  eten  outre  tous  mes  meuUes 
meubtoMls  et  aidres  effets  mobiUers  qui  se  trotMfenl  a  *  Plaisanee' 
a  T exception  de  ma  voiture  et  de  mon  eheval. 

''3^  Je  donne  et  legue  a  Mad^  Allard^  ma  soBur,  une  somme  de 
dix  miUe  piastres,  avec  la  condition  eapresse  que  si  die  venait  a 
mourir  sans  enfanls,  lordite  somme  reviendra  pour  une  moitii  a  mes 
trots  enfanis  natureh  sus-nommh,  etpour  F autre  moitiS  a  mes  auires 
hhitiers. 

The  child  spoken  of  in  the  Will  as  in  ventre  $a  mhre  died  shortly 
after  birth  in  the  lifetime  of  the  Testator. 

The  Testator  died  on  the  10th  of  April,  1870,  without  having 
revoked  his  Will,  having  previously,  on  the    10th  of  Angnst, 
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1867^  married  the  Appellant,  Azima  Bouchi,  and  by  the  Code  Oivily  J.  C. 
Art  331y  the  two  children  termed  in  the  Will  ^*  en/ants  naturela,^  1872 
were  thereby  made  legitimate.  Lagbssb 

According  to  the  Civil  Code,  Art.  913,  in  the  case  of  a  Testator     laq^j^ 

leaving  two  legitimate  children,  the  qwAiU  diyponibUf  or  amount        

which  he  can  leave  to  other  parties,  is  one  third  of  his  whole  pro- 
perty;  and,  according  to  the  combined  effect  of  Articles  757  and 
908,  the  amount  which  he  was  empowered  to  leave  to  his  illegiti- 
mate children  where  he  had  Brothers  and  Sisters  or  relations  in 
an  ascending  line,  bnt  no  legitimate  issue,  is  one-half  of  his  pro- 
perty, and  they  are,  under  the  Civil  Code,  in  any  event  entitled  to 
one-third. 

The  declaration  in  the  action  sought  payment  from  the  Appellant 
of  the  legacy  of  $10,000,  with  costs  and  interest. 

The  Appellant  put  in  three  pleas,  two  of  which  she  afterwards 
abandoned.  The  third  plea  alleged  that,  even  admitting  that 
the  legacy  be  good  and  valid  in  law,  the  same  ought  to  be  reduced 
according  to  law,  inasmuch  as  the  above  legacy  and  the  other 
legacies  which  had  been  made  to  several  parties  by  the  late  LSonce 
Lagesse  by  the  Will  referred  to  in  the  Plaintiff's  declaration  exceeded 
the  disposable  proportion  (quotUi  dispontble)  of  the  latter's  suc- 
cession ;  and  further,  that  as  the  minors  Loffesae  were  themselves, 
under  the  WUl,  Legatees  of  one-half  of  the  disposable  proportion 
{quUUi  diyponible)  of  their  late  Father's  succession ;  such  legacy, 
the  Appellant  contended,  ought  to  be  paid  in  preference  to  all  the 
other  legacies  made  by  Lionee  Lagesae. 

The  Bespondent  filed  a  replication  Joining  issue  on  the  third 
plea,  and,  moreover,  raised  the  point  that,  even  if  the  children  of 
the  Appellant  were  entitled  to  a  legacy,  they  had  not  any  pre- 
ference over  the  other  Legatees. 

Judgment  was  given  by  Sir  Charles  Farquhar  Shand,  Chief 
Judge,  and  the  acting  second  Puisne  Judge,  Ocrrie,  rejecting  the 
third  plea  of  the  Appellant,  and  ordering  the  Appellant  to  elect 
within  two  weeks,  between  the  one-half  of  the  estate  under  the 
Will,  and  the  reserve  of  two-thirds  which  the  Appellant's  children 
were  entitled  to  claim  as  legitimated  children ;  and  directed  the 
costs  to  come,  out  of  the  estate. 

The  appeal  was  from  this  judgment 

3  2X2 
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J.  0.  Mr.  Mackeson,  Q.C.,  Mr.  WedkJce^  and  Mr.  8.  Bryce,  for  the  Ap- 

1872        pellant : — 
Lagksse         The  legal  import  and  effect  of  the  Will  of  the  late  ieonce 
LAQEflsi:.     Laffesse  involve  this  question,  what  is  the  amoant  for  which  the  two 

infant  children,  OMle  and  Marie,  of  the  Testator,  on  behalf  of  whom 

Emma  Laffesse,  their  Mother,  defends  as  guardian,  are  entitled  by 
virtue  of  such  Will,  under  the  Code  CivU  and  succession  accord- 
ing to  French  law,  received  and  prevailing  in  MauriUui.  It 
is,  therefore,  one  of  construction,  and  the  application  of  the  Cbde 
Civil  to  the  circumstances  disclosed.  What,  then,  is  the  amoant 
to  which  the  two  children,  Cidle  and  Marie,  are  entitled  by  virtue 
of  the  Will  and  such  rules  of  succession  ?  This  question  has 
become  somewhat  complicated  by  the  marriage  of  Lionee  Lagesse 
and  the  Appellant,*  which  took  place  in  1867,  a  few  months  after  the 
date  of  the  Will.  By  this  marriage  the  children,  CecHe  and  Marie, 
having  been  previously  recognised,  became  legitimated.  Code  CivU, 
Art.  381,  and  their  rights  of  succession  to  their  parents'  property 
were  very  considerably  altered.  The  rules  laid  down  in  the  Code 
CivU  on  this  point  are,  first,  that  natural  children,  that  is,  illegitimate 
and  unrecognised,  as  such  have  no  claim  upon  the  property  of  their 
deceased  parents,  either  Father  or  Mother,  who  may  by  Will  dispose 
of  all  their  possessions,  without  in  any  way  noticing  the  existence 
of  merely  natural  children — ^^Les  enfants  naturels  ne  sont  point 
heritiers;  la  hi  ne  leur  a^seorde  de  droit  sur  les  hiens  de  leurpert 
ou  mere  decedSs  que  lorsqu^ih  ont  its  Ugalement  reoonnus:*"  Code 
Civil,  Art.  756 ;  Les  Codes  annoUs  de  Sirey,  ''Tom.  I.,  p.  318 
[Ed.  1862].  Secondly,  other  children,  whether  natural  children 
legally  recognised,  or  legitimated  children,  have  a  claim  upon 
the  property  of  their  parents  at  their  death ;  and  are  looked  upon 
as  co-owners  with  their  parents,  so  that  upon  the  death  of  the 
latter,  they  succeed  to  a  certain  portion  of  their  parents'  property, 
and  of  this  right  the  parents  are  unable  to  deprive  them.  This 
portion  is  thus  regulated  in  case  of  natural  children  legally  recog- 
nised— '^  8i  le  pere  ou  la  mere  a  laissS  des  deseendans  Ugitimes,  ce 
droit  est  d!un  tiers  de  la  portion  JiSrSdiiairs,  qiie  renfani  iuUurd 
aurait  sue  s'U  eut  ite  legitime ;  il  est  de  la  moiiie  lorsque  les  pere  ou 
liiere  ne  laissent  pas  de  deseendans,  mais  bien  des  ascendans,  ou  des 
freres  ou  soeurs ;  U  est  de  trois  quarts  lorsqxte  les  pkre  ou  misre  ne 
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lament  m  deseendam  ni  aseenda/ns,  ni  frerea  ni  ioaurs :"  Code  CivU,  j.  c. 
Art.  757;  Les  Codes  annoUs  de  8irey,  Tom.  I.,  p.  318.  Thirdly,  in  1872 
the  case  of  legitimate  children,  this  portion  is  thus  regalated —  lagbsse 
^'  Les  libSraliteSj  soii  par  cuie  erUre  vifs,  soii  par  testament^  ne  pour^ 
rout  exeSder  la  moiHS  des  liens  du  di^sani,  s'U  ne  laisse  a  son 
dices  qu'un  enfant  legitime ;  le  UerSy  s'U  laisse  deux  enfans ;  le  quart, 
sHl  en  laisse  irois  ou  un  plus  grand  nombre  :"  Code  Civil,  Art  918  ; 
Les  Codes  annotes  de  Sirey,  Tom.  XL,  p.  899.  Fourthly,  natural 
children,  recognised  or  not,  cannot  receive  by  donation  from  their 
parents,  whether  by  gift  inter  vivos  or  by  Will,  more  than  what 
18  reserved  to  them  by  Art.  757  of  the  Code  CivU,  viz.,  at  most 
only  half  of  their  parents'  property.  **  Les  enfants  naiurds  ne 
pourront,  par  danatum  entre  vifs  ou  par  testament,  rien  reeevoir 
athddd  de  ee  qui  leur  est  aeeordS  au  tUre  des  Sueeessions :"  Code 
CivU,  Art.  908  ;  Les  Codes  annotis  de  8irey,  Tom.  III.,  p.  894. 
And  lastly,  a  Will  is  revoked  in  two  ways  only ;  by  a  later  Will, 
or  by  a  public  instrument  declaring  that  the  Testator  has  changed 
his  purpose :  **  Les  testamens  ne  pourront  itre  rivoquis,  en  tout  ou 
m  partie,  que  par  un  testament  postSrieur,  ou  par  u/n  ode  devant 
notaires,  portant  dSelaration  du  ohangement  de  volenti :"  Code  CivU, 
1035;  Les  Codes  annotis  de  Sirey,  Tom.  III.,  p.  464. 

Here  the  Testator  had  no  heirs,  descendants  or  ascendants,  either 
at  the  date  of  the  Will  or  at  his  death,  other  than  the  children, 
Cecile  and  Marie,  but  he  had  Brothers  and  Sisters.  The  chil- 
dren were  not  legitimated  at  the  date  of  the  Will,  but  they  W^re 
recognised  in  it^  they  were  also  **  en  eoneurrence  "  with  Brothers 
and  Sisters  of  the  Testator,  consec^uently,  by  Art  757  of  the  Code 
Civil,  they  were  legally  entitled  to  and  could  not  be  deprived  of 
one-half  of  the  Testator's  property,  and  by  Art.  908  they  could 
not  receive,  even  by  express  gift  inter  vivos  or  bequest,  more  than 
this  half.  By  the  Will  the  Testator  has  given  them  one-half, 
independentiy  of  the  contingent  gift,  and  if  their  status  had 
remained  unchanged  it  is  evident  they  would  have  been  entitled 
to  one-half  only,  whether  they  claimed  under  the  Will  or  by  virtue 
of  their  right  of  succession.  But,  on  the  subsequent  marriage 
of  their  Father  and  Mother,  Leonce  Largesse  and  the  AppeUant, 
they  became  legitimated :  and  it  is  with  reference  to  this  event 
that  the  Will  has  to  be  construed.    The  Will  was  not  annulled  by 
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J.  a  sach  marriage ;  it  speaks  fiom  death,  not  from  the  day  of  it& 
1872  execution,  and  the  children,  being  legitimated  and  two  in  number, 
can  claim,  by  virtue  of  their  right  of  succession  under  Art  913  of 
the  Code  CTit^  two-thirds  of  their  Father's  property;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  they  are  by  virtue  of  the  Will  entitled  to  any- 
thing in  addition  to  these  two-thirds. 

We  submit,  that  they  are,  in  addition,  entitled  to  one-half  of  the 
one-third  over  which  the  Testator  had  a  power  of  dispoaitiao, 
and  that  independently  of  any  contingent  gift  The  shares 
(varying  according  to  circumstances)  in  a  deceased's  assets  which 
are  reserved  to  certain  persons,  constitute  the  property  of  these 
persons,  at  least  to  this  eztenti  that  the  deceased  is  unable  to 
deprive  them  of  it ;  he  may  increase,  save  where  restricted  by 
Ajt  908  of  the  Code  CivU,  or  add  to  these  shares*  but  he  oannot 
lessen  them.  Now,  the  Testator  made  his  Will  at  a  time  when, 
having  two  natural  recognised  children,  he  could  dispose  of  one 
half  of  his  property  only,  and  when  those  children  could  take  from 
him  by  way  of  donation  no  imore  than  one  half  of  his  property. 
The  Will,  however,  has  to  be  construed  with  reference  to  the 
totally  different  circumstances  existing  at  the  time  of  hia  death, 
when  his  power  of  disposition  was  restricted  to  one-third  of  his 
property,  and  when  his  children,  being  legitimated,  succeeded  de 
jnre  to  the  remaining  two-thirds,  and  could  have  received  from 
him  the  whole. 

"The  contention  of  the  Bespondent,  Lucie  ABard,  in  the  Court 
below,  was,  first,  that  the  legacy  given  to  the  children,  Cedle 
and  Marie,  is  one-half  of  the  property  of  which  the  Testator 
died  possessed ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  children  are  put  to  their 
election  between  such  one-half  and  the  two-thirds  reserved  to  them 
by  Art.  913  of  the  Code  CivU.  But  the  Appellant  submits, 
firstly,  that  as,  at  the  date  of  the  Will,  the  Testator  bequeathed 
o  his  children  all  that  in  their  then  legal  status  he  could  giro 
them,  or  they  could  receive  by  way  of  donation  from  him,  so, 
when  they  had  afterwards  been  legitimated,  he  must  be  held  to 
have  given  them  by  the  Will,  if  not  all  he  could  give  them, 
at  least  something  in  addition  to  their  legal  reserve  of  two- 
thirds,  TeniUier  v.  Ddpeneh,  1833,  DaUoz,  218-9 ;  and  secondly, 
that  no  election  is  imposed  upon  them,  for  the  Will  must  be  held 


V. 


YOL.  IV.]  CASES  IN  THE  FBIVY  OOUNGIL.  559 

to  apply  to  the  portion  dioponible  only,  viz^  to  the  one-third  of  J.  0. 
the  TeBtator'B  property,  of  which  they  are  entitled  to  one-half  in  iy2 
addition  to  their  legal  reserre,  that  is,  fivenrixths  of  the  whole 
property,  independently  of  any  contingent  gift.  Onr  contention, 
therefore,  is,  first,  that  by  the  French  law  prevailing  in  Mauritiua, 
the  rights  of  children  and  other  heirs  to  their  legal  reserve  in 
the  assets  of  a  deceased  are  fixed  beyond  the  power  of  a  Testator  to 
destroy  or  limit,  and  that  the  Will  in  question  is  only  applicable  to 
the  qualUe  diipontbie  over  which  the  Testator  had  the  power  of 
disposition;  *and,  secondly,  that  the  Testator's  children  onght  not  to 
be  pat  to  their  election  between  the  legal  reserve  and  the  legacy 
given  them  by  the  Will,  they  being  entitled  to  their  legal  reserve  of 
two-thiids,  and  also  to  one-half  of  the  quoiiti  diq^mSde,  and  the 
other  contingent  gifts  under  the  Will ;  and,  lastly,  that  the  costs 
of  suit  ought  to  be  put  oat  of  the  quotiiS  di8ponS)le  only. 

The  SolicUor-Oeneral  (Sir  Qeorge  Jessd),  and  Mr.  E.  CkUler,  for 
the  Eespondents : — 

Admitting  this  to  be  only  a  question  of  construction  of  the  Will  of 
Leonoe  Lagesae  it  is  submitted,  that  the  words  ^'  la  moUie  de  tous  le$ 
Hens  ffiniralement  qudconqua  jueje  laisserai  aujour  de  mon  deeesj* 
cannot  be  restricted  without  violence  to  the  quoUte  disponikle. 
There  is  no  reference  in  the  WUl  to  reserve,  or  quoUte  diepowMe^ 
but  a  gift  of  half  of  the  Testator's  property.  The  whde  feature  of 
the  Will  shews,  that  the  Testat<»>  intended  to  dispose  of  his  whole 
estate,  the  legal  reserve  of  the  heirs  as  well  as  the  quotitS  disponMe. 
The  children  of  the  Testator  being  illegitimate  at  the  time  of  making 
his  Will,  could  not  by  any  means  receive  by  TVill  or  otherwise  more 
than  one  moiety  of  his  property,  the  Testator  at  the  time  having 
legitimate  Brothers  and  Sisters,  Nephews  and  Nieces.  If  there 
was  any  reserve  it  must  be  taken  to  be  three-eighths,  not  one-half* 
Succession  is  one  thing,  reservation  is  another.  Art  757-9  of  the 
Code  Civil  applies  only  to  successions:  Demolombe,  TraUi  des 
Testaments,  Toin.  IL,  p.  232;  Les  Codes  annotis  de  Sirey,  Tom.  L, 
p.  176,  sect.  3. 

The  legacy  given  by  the  Will  to  the  Testator's  children  Oieile  and 
Marie  is  one-half  of  the  property  of  which  the  Testator  died  pos^ 
sessed.  Code  Civil,  Arts.  756-7,  .but  being  subsequent  to  the  date 
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.  J.  G.       of  the  Will  legitimized  by  the  mairiage  of  the  Testator  with  their 

1872        Mother,  they  could  at  most  be  but  put  to  their  election  between 

Lagesbb     s^c^  one-halfy  and  the  two-thirds  reserved  to  them  by  law,  as 

stated  in  Art.  913  of  the  Code  Citnly  and  by  that  Article  they  would 

be  entitled  to  claim  two-thirds  of  the  succession  as  the  legal  reserve 

left  by  the  Testator,  and  also  one-half  of  the  remaining  third  as 

preferential  legatees  in  terms  of  the  WilL     Their  claim,  therefore, 

is  for  five-sixths  of  the  succession ;  and  the  question  comes  agaiu 

to  one  of  construction,  whether  the  Testator  intended  that  the 

children  should  have  the  legacy  as  something  in  addition  to  their 

legal  reserve,  or  that  the  legacy  should  be  in  place  and  room  of  all 

claims  they  might  have  on  his  estate.    Though  by  the  Frencli 

Code  a  Will  is  not  revoked  by  subsequent  marriage.  Code  CivU, 

Art  1035,  yet  the  intention  of  the  Testator  is  to  be  gathered  from 

the  Will  itself,  and  must  be  taken  into  account,  especially  when, 

as  in  this  case,  he  has  made  ample  provision  for  his  children,  and 

in  effect  disposed  of  all  his  disposable  estate  at  the  period  of 

making  his  Testament.    The  right  to  accumulate  legacies  is  a 

contested  point  in  French  law.     Code  Civil,  Liv.  III.,  tit.  11^ 

ch.  IIL,  tit. ''  De  la  Portion  de  hiens  ditponMe;'  Arts.  913  and  tit 

^'  De  la  Bidtustion  dee  Donations  et  Legs/'  Art.  920 ;   which  mast 

be  read  with   Arts.  843  to  869,  tit.  "De$  Suecessianis."     Lei 

Codes  annotSs  de  Sirey,  Tom.  I,  pp.  351  and  399  [Ed.  1862],  gives 

a  rSsvme  of  the  authorities  on  these  Articles,  and  the  right  to 

accumulate  legacies  and  donations  with  legal  reserves.     It  is 

plain,  as  we  contend,  from  the  whole  texture  of  the  Will,  that  the 

Testator  intended  by  his  Will  to  dispose  of  his  whole  estate, 

and  that  he  did  so  dispose  of  it.     The  question,  then,  is,  what  is 

the  effect  upon  the  Testator's  Will  of  the  claim  of  legal  reserre 

made  by  the  Appellants,  who  claim  as  heirs  ?     Can  they  enjoy 

the  legal  reserve,  and  at  the  same  time  take  the  bequest  in  their 

favour  ?     The  amount  of  the  legal  reserve  is  two-thirds  of  the 

whole  estate,  but  the  bequest,  we  contend,  as  has  been  held  in  the 

Court  below,  is  limited  to  one-half  of  the  whole  estate,  which 

would  make  the  claim  of  the  Appellant  amount  to  seven-sixths,  or 

more  than  the  whole.     This,  however,  is  not  contended  for,  as  on 

behalf  of  the  Appellant  it  is  said,  the  legal  reserve  must  first  be 

deducted,  then  the  Will  applied  to  the  remaining  third  of  the  estate : 
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Code  CivU,  AxU  1010.    In  this  way  the  children  would  get  one-half       J.  c. 
of  the  third)  and  the  other  Legatees  the  remainder.    This  must  be       1872 
on  the  assumption  that  the  Testator  intended  that  his  children  should     lIg^e 
obtain  this  benefit  in  addition  to  the  reserve.    We  contend,  that  it     laq^j^^^ 

is  plain  from  the  Will  itself,  as  well  as  all  the  circumstances  in  the       

case,  that  the  Testator  did  not  intend  to  bequeath  one-half  of  the 
quatitS  disponible  in  addition  to  the  legal  reserve  to  his  children. 
They  may,  however,  if  they  please,  but  they  have  not  so  elected, 
decline  to  accept  under  the  Will  and  take  as  heirs,  and  then  the 
law  gives  them  two-thirds  of  the  Testator's  property  in  place  of 
one-half;  but  they  cannot  also,  if  they  elect  to  take  under  the 
Will,  claim  one-half  of  the  remaining  third,  and  it  was  upon  these 
principles  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Mauritius  decided  the  case. 

Mr.  Mackesonj  Q.C.,  in  reply. 

Judgment  was  deferred,  and  now  delivered  by  1873 

Sib  James  Colvile  :—  Jan,  29. 

The  facts  in  this  case  are  undisputed.  On  the  24th  of  December, 
1866,  Leonce  Lagesse,  who  was  domiciled  in  the  Island  of  llitaurUius, 
made  his  WiU  in  what  is  termed  the  mystique  or  secret  form.  He 
was  at  that  time  living  in  cohabitation  with  the  Appellant,  who  had 
had  two  children  by  him,  and  was  then  enceinte  of  a  third. 

The  first  clause  of  the  Will,  upon  the  construction  of  which  the 
determination  of  this  appeal  depends,  is  in  these  words : — '^Xai 
reconnu  pour  mes  enfants  naturals  GSeUe  et  Marie,  files  de  Made- 
moiselle Az^ma  BotuihS,  aussi  appelee  Emma  Bouchi;  je  ddelare 
reconnaitre  par  Is  prSsent,  aussi  pour  mon  enfant  naiurd,  T enfant 
dont  lordite  DemmseUe  Bouchi  est  aetueUement  enceinte ;  etje  donne 
et  Vegue  a  ces  trois  enfants  la  moitie  de  tous  les  biens  pSnSralement 
qudconques  queje  laisserai  aujour  de  mon  deces'* 

By  the  second  clause  he  made  certain  bequests  in  favour  of  the 
Appellant ;  by  the  third  he  gave  a  sum  of  $10,000  to  his  Sister, 
Madame  AUard  the  Eespondent,  adding  these  words,  *'Avee  la  con- 
dition expresse  que  si  eRe  venait  a  mourir  sans  enfants,  la-dite  somme 
reviendra  pour  vms  moiete  a  mss  trois  enfants  naturds  ms-nommes, 
etpour  Fautre  moitiS  a  mes  atUres  heritiers"  By  subsequent  clauses 
he  gave  various  other  legacies,  and  by  the  15th  he  gave  all  the 
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J.  0.       leBidne  of  what  he  might  leave  to  his  Brother  Edmand,  his  Brother 

1S73       JlpJumse,  his  Sister  Madame  AUard,  and  the  children  of  another 

lJ[^^     Sister  named  Madame  Bauesdl,  in  four  equal  shares.    By  the  16th 

j^J^     clause  he  made  Edmand  and  Alphonse  his  testamentary  Execatars, 

«-—       and  by  the  17ih  he  imposed  as  a  condition  on  the  legacy  given  to 

the  Appellant^  that  she  should  not  have  "  la  jauisaanee  ligdk  <ies 

hiene  qui  praviendront  a  see  traU  en/ants  em^nommie  de  ma  tuc- 

cession ;"  but  should  administer  that  property  under  the  control  of 

his  Brother  Alphanae,  and  a  Notary  named  Pelie,  as  her  oounciUors, 

and  further  directed  that  two  particular  debts  of  $55,000  and 

$10|000  which  were  due  to  him  should  form  part  of  his  children's 

share  in  his  succession. 

The  child  of  whic)i  the  Appellant  was  enceinte  at  the  date  of 
the  Will  was  afterwards  bom,  but  died  in  the  Testator's  lifetime; 
and  it  being  now  admitted  that  her  interest  in  the  legacy,  what- 
ever it  may  have  been,  survived  to  the  other  children,  the  Will 
may  be  read  as  if  there  had  been  no  mention  of  her  therein. 

On  the  10th  of  August,  1867,  the  Testator  married  the  Appellant, 
thereby  legitimatizing  her  children ;  and  on  the  28th  of  April,  1870, 
he  died  without  having,  either  before  or  after  his  marriage,  revoked, 
altered,  or  republished  his  Will. 

The  law  applicable  to  these  facts,  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  Mtus 
of  the  children  and  their  general  rights  in  their  father's  estate,  is 
equally  undisputed. 

By  the  Will  the  children  were  placed  in  the  category  of  **  en/ants 
natureh  reeannusJ'  As  such,  their  Father  leaving  Brothers  and  a 
Sister,  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  one-half  of  his  succession 
if  he  had  died  intestate.  If  he  died  testate,  they  would  have  been 
entitled,  as  is  now  admitted  on  both  sides,  by  analogy  to  the  rights 
of  legitimate  children,  if  not  by  the  lelter  of  the  Code,  to  a  legal 
reserve  to  the  extent  of  three-eights  of  the  succession,  if  there  Avere 
three  of  them,  and  of  one-third  if  there  were  but  two  of  them. 
And  their  Father  was  precluded  by  the  908th  Article  of  the  Code 
Civil  from  exercising  his  power  of  disposition  over  the  rest  of  the 
property  in  their  favour,  so  as  to  make  their  share  exceed  one-half 
of  the  whole  succession ;  or,  according  to  some  authorities  (as  will 
be  afterwards  seen),  even  so  as  to  give  them  more  than  their  l^al 
reserve.    By  the  marriage  the  children  were  raised  to  the  eUdue  of 
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legitimate  children.    They,  therefore,  became  the  sole  legal  heirs       J.  C. 
of  their  Father,  entitled  as  such  to  the  whole  saccession  if  he  died       1873 
intestate,  and  to  a  legal  reserve  of  two-thirds  of  it  if  he  died     l2^^ 
testate.    And  they  farther  became  entitled,  if  in  competition  not 
with  other  heirs,  but  with  the  legatees  of  the  Testator,  to  take  the 
benefit  of  any  legacy,  whatever  its  amount,  which  he  might  give 
them  by  his  Will,  in  addition  to  their  legal  reserve,  out  of  the  re- 
maining one-third  of  the  succession,  unless  he  should  erpress  an 
intention  that  the  gift  was  not  to  be  cumulative. 

These  propositions,  which  were  ultimately  admitted  by  both 
sides  during  the  argument,  are  supported  by  Articles  334,  756, 
757,  and  908,  and  by  Articles  331,  745,  913,  and  857  of  the  Code 
diva. 

On  the  28th  of  April,  1870,  the  Respondent,  Madame  AUardy 
brought  her  suit  against  the  Appellant,  '^acting  as  the  legal 
Guardian  of  CeGUe  Lagesse  and  Marie  Laffeese,  the  two  in&nt 
children  born^from  her  marriage  with  the  Testator,  Leanee  Loffeeae,*' 
and  against  Alphome  LagesaCy  ''  acting  as  the  Testamentary 
Executor  of  the  Testator,"  for  the  recovery  of  the  legacy  of 
$10,000  bequeathed  to  her  by  the  Will,  with  interest  thereon  from 
the  date  of  the  service  of  the  declaration  on  the  Defendants. 

The  Appellant  originally  filed  three  pleas.  The  first  simply 
alleged,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  right  of  action  against  the  minors 
Cioile  Loffesse  and  Marie  Lagesee,  for  the  causes  set  forth  in  her 
Declaration.  The  second  alleged,  that  the  legacy  given  to  the 
Plaintiff  was  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes,  inasmuch 
as  it  contained  a  '^  svibstHution  prohibee^  or  prohibited  entail, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  896th  Article  of  the  Code  CivU.  The 
third  plea  was  to  the  effect  that,  even  if  the  legacy  were  good  and 
valid  in  law,  it  ought  to  be  reduced  according  to  law,  inasmuch 
as  that  and  the  other  legacies  given  by  the  Will  exceeded  the 
disposable  proportion  (jjuotiie  dieponible)  of  the  Testator's  suc- 
cession; and  inasmuch,  further,  as  the  above-named  minors, 
Lagesee,  were  themselves,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  Will,  the 
Legatees  of  one-half  of  the  (qtiotiie  disponible)  disposable  proportion 
of  their  Father's  succession,  which  legacy  the  Defendant  alleged 
ought  to  be  paid  in  preference  to  all  the  other  legacies  given  by 
the  Testator. 
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J.C  The  Bespondent  filed  her  replication  on  the  14th  of  June,  and 

1873        on  the  13th  of  July,  1870,  the  Appellant  filed  a  notice,  whereby 

Lagbsw     she  formally  abandoned  her  first  and  second  pleas,  and  declared 

Laojbsse      ^^^^  ^^^  would  on  the  trial  of  the  cause,  rest  her  defence  only  upon 

the  third  plea,  which  she  had  pleaded  on  behalf  of  her  minor 

children. 

The  cause  was  accordingly  tried  on  that  plea,  and  the  Court 
held,  that  upon  the  true  construction  of  the  Will  the  legacy  given 
by  its  first  clause  was  a  gift  of  a  moiety  of  the  whole  succession, 
and  not  of  a  moiety  of  the  **  quoHte  disponible  "  only.  The  formal 
judgment  was  as  follows : — ^*  The  Court  rejects  the  pleas  of  the 
Defendant^  Widow  Lagesse  ;  but,  inasmuch  as  the  children  of  the 
late  LSonee  Lagesse  are  entitled  to  a  legal  reserve  of  two-thirds  of 
the  estate  of  their  late  Father,  and  that  if  they  determine  to  daim 
such  legal  reserve,  the  amount  of  the  Plaintiff's  legacy  may  have 
to  be  reduced,  the  Defendant  is  hereby  ordered  within  two  weeks 
from  this  date,  to  state,  whether  she  takes  the  one-half  of  the 
estate  under  the  Will,  or  the  reserve  of  two^thirds  established 
by  the  law  in  favour  of  the  children.  Costs  of  the  action  hitherto 
to  be  costs  of  succession."  The  appeal  is  against  this  judgment 
The  Appellant,  by  her  case  and  at  the  Bar,  has  sought^  notwith- 
standing her  former  abandonment  of  her  second  plea,  to  raise 
again  the  question,  whether  the  legacy  to  the  Bespondent  is  not 
void  by  reason  of  its  containing  a  forbidden  substitution ;  and  she 
has  also  taken  objection  to  the  judgment  for  treating  the  costs  of 
the  action  up  to  that  stage  as  costs  of  succession.  But  the  prin- 
cipal question  argued  before  their  Lordships  has  been,  as  it  was  in 
the  Court  below,  that  which  arises  on  the  third  plea,  viz.,  whether 
upon  the  true  construction  of  the  Will,  the  minors  are  entitled  to 
a  legacy  of  one-half  of  the  (''  quotUi  disponible ")  disposable  pro- 
portion of  their  Father's  succession,  in  addition  to  their  legal 
reserve.  The  Appellant  has  by  her  Counsel  given  up  the  point 
raised  by  the  last  sentence  of  the  plea,  and  no  longer  contends 
that  this  legacy,  if  given,  is  payable  in  preference  to  the  other 


The  present  daim,  therefore,  on  behalf  of  the  minors,  is,  that 
they  are  entitled  to  two-thirds  of  the  whole  succession  as  their 
legal  reserve ;  and  also  to  a  moiety  of  the  remaining  one-third  or 
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to  one-flizth  of  the  whole  estate  as  a  legacy,  but  subject  as  to  the        J.  G. 
latter  to  any  reduction  which  may  be  necessary  by  reason  of  the       1873 
insufficiency  of  the  estate  to  pay  that  and  the  other  legacies  in     LAoiasE 
full. 

The  determination  of  the  question  thus  raised  seems  to  their 
Lordships  to  depend  solely  on  the  interpretation  of  the  Will ;  and 
in  particular  the  first  clause  of  it. 

There  was  some  discussion  at  the  Bar  as  to  the  rule  of  con- 
struction to  be  applied.  Their  Lordships  are,  however,  of  opinion, 
that  it  is  their  duty  to  consider,  and  if  possible  ascertain,  what 
were  the  meaning  and  intention  of  the  Testator  when  he  penned  or 
dictated  the  words :  ''  Je  donne  et  Vsgue  a  ces  trois  enfanis  la  moUie 
de  Urns  Us  btens  genercdement  qudoonqueB  que  je  laisserai  au  jtntr  de 
man  deees  f  and  that  the  surrounding  circumstances,  if  any,  which 
are  to  enter  into  the  consideration  of  that  question,  must  be  those 
which  existed  at  the  date  of  the  Will.  They  are  also  of  opinion, 
that  when  the  true  construction  of  the  gift  has  been  thus  ascer- 
tained, 'the  construction  cannot  be  affected  by  any  alteration  in  the 
circumstances  of  the  Testator  between  the  date  of  his  Will  and 
that  of  his  death.  The  words  cannot  be  taken  to  mean  one  thing 
at  one  time,  and  another  thing  at  another  time.  Mr.  Mackeson,  in 
his  reply,  as  their  Lordships  understood  him,  fairly  admitted  this ; 
but  argued  for  another  proposition,  which  their  Lordships  think  is 
equally  incontestable,  viz.,  that  although  the  construction  of  the 
gift  must  be  constant,  its  operation  and  effect  may  vary  at  different 
times,  and  must  ultimately  be  determined  by  the  circumstances  of 
the  Testator,  and  of  his  family,  at  the  time  of  his  death. 

Thus,  if*  the  true  construction  of  the  clause  be  that  it  imports  a 
legacy  of  a  moiety  of  only  the  disposable  proportion  of  the  estate, 
the  amount  of  that  legacy  will  be  determined  not  only  by  the 
state  of  the  Testator's  assets  at  the  time  of  his  death,  but  by  the 
fact  that  by  means  of  their  legitimation  the  children  had  acquired 
a  right  to  a  legal  reserve  of  two-thirds  instead  of  one  of  one-third. 
And  a  further  consequence  of  the  legitimation  of  the  children  was, 
that  they  thereby  became  entitled  to  claim  the  full  benefit  of  the 
l^acy  in  addition  to  their  legal  reserve ;  whereas,  had  their  siaius 
remained  unaltered,  they  could  at  most  have  claimed  the  difference 
between  their  legal  reserve  and  one  moiety  of  the  whole  succession. 
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J.  C.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  BeBpondent's  oonstraction  is  to  prevail, 
1878  and  the  claim  is  to  be  held  to  import  a  gift  of  one-half  of  the 
Laomb  whole  sncoession,  it  may  have  come  to  pass  that,  although  snch  a 
disposition  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  so  long  as  they  were 
merely  '^  enfaaUs  ncdureU  reoonnus,^'  because  it  gave  them  some- 
thing in  addition  to  their  legal  reserve,  it  ceased  to  be  of  any 
benefit  to  them  when,  as  legitimate  children,  they  had  become 
entitled  to  more  than  one-half  of  the  succession  by  way  of  legal 
reserve. 

Their  Lordships  have  now  to  consider  which  of  the  two  con- 
stmctions  is  the  trae  one. 

The  words  of  the  clause  in  question,  taken  in  their  natural 
sense,  are  undoubtedly  consistent  with  the  construction  pat  upon 
them  by  the  Court  below ;  and  the  circumstances  of  the  Testator 
when  the  Will  was  made  strongly  favour  that  construction.  His 
first  and  undisputed  object  was  to  acknowledge  the  children  as  his 
natural  children.  He  must  be  taken  to  have  known  that  by  doing 
that  he  gave  them  a  right  to  one-half  of  his  succession,  if  lie  died 
intestate ;  and  that,  if  he  died  testate,  he  could  not  give  them 
more,  although  he  might  cut  down  their  share  to  their  legal 
reserve  of  three-eighths,  or  one-third,  according  to  thdr  number. 
If  the  state  of  the  family  had  remained  unaltered,  it  would  be 
difficult,  if  not  impossible,  to  resist  the  conclusion  that  the  inten- 
tion of.  the  Testator  when  he  sat  down  to  make  his  Will  was  to 
ensure  to  his  children  all  that  the  law  would  have  given  to  them 
if  he  had  died  intestate ;  and  that  he,  therefore,  determined  to 
divide  his  whole  possessions  into  two  equal  parts,  giving  one  to  the 
children,  and  disposing  of  the  other,  of  which  they  could  not  in 
any  circumstances  take  any  share,  amongst  the  other  members  of 
his  family.  Every  clause  and  every  word  of  the  Will  is  consistent 
with  this  construction.  The  17th  clause  in  particular  shews  that, 
at  least  in  that  part  of  his  Will,  the  Testator  was  advisedly  dealing 
with  his  succession,  including  the  children's  reserve.  On  the  other 
hand,  the  construction  for  which  the  Appellant  contends,  vis.,  that 
the  first  clause  is  a  gift  only  of  one  moiety  of  whatever  might  be 
the  *^  quotitS  dtsponible  "  at  the  time  of  the  Testator's  death,  implies 
that  when  he  made  his  Will  he  was  intentionally  giving  to  his 
children  more  of  his  estate  by  three-sixteenths  or  one-third,  as  the 
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case  might  be,  tban  the  law  would  permit  them  to  take.  It  is  J.  0. 
true  that  Demolombe,  in  commenting  npon  the  908th  Article  of  1873 
the  Code  (see  TraitS  dee  Te^ments,  Liv.  iii.,  Tit.  2,  part  1,  ch.  2,  Lagunbb 
Article  554  ter.,  Tom.  L,  p.  557),  puts  the  case  of  a  disposition 
somewhat  similar  to  that  which  the  construction  of  the  Lower 
Court  in  this  case  assumes  the  Testator  to  have  made,  and  comes 
to  the  conclusion,  that  it  is  not  competent  to  a  Testator  having  a 
natural  child,  and  a  Brother,  to  will  away,  or  to  throw  the  whole 
of  his  legacies  upon  that  Brother's  moiety,  leaving  the  moiety  of 
the  natural  children  untouched.  And  he  seems  to  hold,  that  the 
effect  of  the  908th  Article  is,  that  if  a  Father  dies  testate,  leaving 
legal  heirs,  his  natural  children  cannot  take  more  than  their  legal 
reserve.  He  admits,  however,  that  this  is  a  contested  and  doubtful 
question.  The  antecedent  improbability,  therefore,  of  such  a  dis- 
position is  not  so  great  as  that  of  one  which  would  necessarily 
contravene  the  908th  Article. 

Mr.  Madkeson  insisted,  that  the  legacy  in  question  is  a  universal 
legacy  within  the  terms  of  the  1003rd  Article  of  the  Code.  Being 
the  gift  of  an  aliquot  part  only  of  the- whole  succession,  or  of  *'  la 
jpartie  diapanible "  (as  the  case  may  be),  it  seems  to  be  rather  a 
legacy  **  d  tiireuniversel"  as  defined  by  the  1010th  Article.  The 
distinction,  however,  may  be  immaterial  for  the  purposes  of  the 
argument  under  consideration.  Mr.  Maekeson  further  argued  that, 
inasmuch  as  a  Testator  cannot  give  more  than  that  over  which  the 
law  gives  him  a  power  of  disposition,  a  universal  legacy,  however 
expressed,  must  be  taken  to  be  only  a  gift  of  that  which  the  Tes- 
tator might  give  to  a  stranger ;  and,  therefore,  that,  according  to 
French  law,  if  a  Testator  in  terms  bequeaths  "  that  of  which  he 
may  dispose,"  or  even  his  *^  quotUe  disponible,"  that  is  as  much  a 
universal  legacy  as  one  which  in  the  amplest  terms  professes  to 
dispose  of  the  Testator's  whole  property.  But  why  is  this?  The 
reasons  wiU  be  found  in  BemolmMs  *^Tratie  des  Testaments/* 
Liv.  iii.,  TU.  2,  ch.  v.,  Art  540,  Tom.  IV.,  p.  472.  He  says  a 
legacy  is  universal  when  it  gives  to  the  Legatee  a  possible  right  to 
all  that  the  Testator  may  have  at  his  decease ;  and  he  goes  on  to 
shew  that  this  is  the  effect  of  a  gift  which  is  in  terms  one  of  only 
''lapartie  disfmiibU^  since  it  is  possible,  that  by  the  death  in  the 
Testator^s  lifetime  of  his  children,  or  other  heirs  entitled  to  a 
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J.  0.       reserre,  the  Legatee  may  eyentnally  become  entitled  to  the  muTer- 
1873        sality  of  the  estate.    Again,  it  is  no  donbt  true,  that  a  nniyersal 
Lagesbe     l^gacjy  which  purports  in  the  amplest  terms  to  be  a  gift  of  all  the 
Laoebbe.     property  which  the  Testator  may  may  have  at  his  decease,  may 
—        take  effect  only  as  a  gift  of  *'  la  pwrtie  disponMe ; "  but  that  is 
because  the  law  has  imposed  npon  the  succession  certain  charges 
in  the  way  of  legal  reserre  or  otherwise,  which  oyerride  and  con- 
trol the  terms  of  the  gift  and  limit  its  effect.    It  is,  however,  diffi- 
cult to  see  how  these  different  propositions  affect  the  question  of 
construction  which  their  Lordships  have  to  decide.    It  does  not 
follow  because  a  legacy  of  the  whole  succession  and  a  succession  of 
*'  la  partie  disponible  "  may  in  some  cases  have  the  same  effect,  that 
therefore,  when  they  would  not  have  the  same  effect,  a  Testator 
who  has  used  the  larger  terms  is  to  be  taken  to  have  meant  only 
that  which  would  have  been  expressed  by  the  other  and  more 
restricted  terms.    Their  Lordships  can  find  nothing  in  the  Civil 
Code  which  supports  the  proposition  that  a  Testator,  whatever 
language  he  may  have  used,  cannot  be  taken  to  have  intended  to 
deal  with  any  but  the  disposable  proportion  of  his  succession.  On 
the  contrary,  that  Code  in  all  its  elaborate  provisions  for  <*  rapport"* 
and  "partage  "  seems  to  assume  that  Testators  may  in  point  of  fact 
attempt  to  exceed  their  legal  power  of  disposition.  And  in  Liv.  iii. 
tit.  II.,  ch.  vii.  (Arts.  1075  d  seq.)  it  expressly  gives  to  a  Father 
the  power  of  directing  by  Will  what  particular  portions  of  his 
estate  shall  form  part  of  the  legal  reserve  of  his  children.    The 
first  clause  of  the  Will  in  question,  if  construed  as  the  Court  below 
has  construed  it,  merely  sought  to  secure  that  the  children  should 
receive  the  full  moiety  of  the  succession,  to  which  they  would  have 
been  entitled  ah  intestaio.    The  circumstance  that  by  reason  of 
subsequent  events  such  a  provision  has  become  practically  inope- 
rative is  no  reason  for  holding  that  it  was  never  made. 

The  various  decided  cases  cited  fromSirey  and  DaUog  do  not  really 
affect  the  question  of  construction.  They  undoubtedly  shew  a  pre- 
ponderance of  authority  in  &vour  of  the  proposition  that  an  heir 
entitled  to  a  reserve  is,  when  in  competition  with  Legatees,either  uni- 
versal or  particular,  entitled  to  claim  the  benefit  of  any  legacy  which 
may  have  been  given  to  him  out  of  the  ^^  quotite  dUponMe^  in  addi- 
tion  to  his  legal  reserve,  unless  the  Testator  has  clearly  manifested 
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tm  intentioii  to  the  contrary.  Bat  this  proposition  was  not  contested        J.  a 

in  the  present  suit    The  only  question  was,  whether  there  was  any        1373 

legacy  capable  of  so  taking  effect  ?  Lagmbb 

It  was  further  argued  by  Mr.  Maekeson,  that  the  construction  for         v. 

which  he  contended  would  be  natural,  had  the  will  been  repub-        ' 

lished  by  the  Testator  after  his  marriage.  The  answer  to  that 
argument  is,  that  the  Will  was  never  republished ;  and  that  it  is, 
therefore,  unneceasary  to  consider  how  far  the  altered  circum- 
stances of  the  Testator  would  have  affected  its  construction  if, 
faaving  been  republished,  it  had  to  be  construed  as  a  document 
speaking  from  the  date  of  the  republication*  It  seems  to  their 
Lordships  that,  in  the  absence  of  republication,  it  is  mere  matter 
•of  speculation,  whether  the  Testator,  in  leaving  his  Will  after  his 
marriage  as  it  was  before  that  event,  acted  from  mere  carelessness, 
or  advisedly.  If  he  did  so  advisedly,  it  would  not  follow  that  he 
must,  therefore,  be  taken  to  have  conceived  that  the  legacy  was  one 
whidi  would  take  effect  in  favour  of  his  legitimatized  children. 
He  may  have  thought  that  their  reserve  of  two-thirds  was  a  suflS- 
cient  provision  for  them,  and  have  intended  the  renudning  one- 
third  to  be  applied,  so  far  as  it  would  extend,  in  satisfieiction  of  the 
other  legacies.  It  is  clear  that  he  cannot  have  had  a  continuing 
intention  to  secure  to  his  children,  after  they  were  legitimatized, 
all  that  the  law  would  have  given  to  them  on  an  intestacy ;  since 
in  that  case  he  would  have  revoked  the  Will,  and  allowed  the 
whole  succession  to  pass  to  them  by  operation  of  law.  Agaio,  if 
he  advisedly  omitted  to  revoke  his  Will,  he  must  have  had  a  con- 
tinuing intention  to  make  some  provision  for  the  other  members 
of  his  family ;  nor  does  it  seem  probable  that  having  originally 
bequeathed  to  them  legacies  to  an  amount  which,  apparently, 
oxceeds  one-third  of  the  whole  succession,  he  should  have  left 
their  legacies  unqualified  if  he  intended  to  leave  only  one-sixth  of 
his  estate  to  satisfy  them.  It  is,  however,  obviously  unsafe  to  act 
on  speculations  of  this  kind.  The  duty  of  a  Court  of  Justice  in 
such  a  case  is  to  ascertain,  as  it  best  may,  by  the  ordinary  rules  of 
oonatruction,  what  the  Testator  intended  when  he  made  his 
Will ;  and  to  give  effect  to  that  intention  so  far  as  present  cir- 
cumstances will  permit.  And  the  conclusion  to  which  their  Lord- 
ships have  come  is  that,  in  this  case,  the  Court  below  has  put 
Vol.  IV.  2Y 
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J.  a       the  right  construction  upon  the  disputed  clause  of  the  Will  in 

1873       question. 
lI^^         Two  other  points  which  were  raised  at  the  Bar  remain  to  be 
Laoesbe      noticed.    The  first  is,  that  which  is  founded  on  the  alleged  in- 

—  validity  of  the  gift  to  the  Bespondent,  by  reason  of  its  contaioiDg 
a  forbidden  substitution.  Their  Lordships  are  clearly  of  opinion 
that,  after  the  formal  abandonment^ of  this  point  in  the  Court 
below,  it  would  be  improper  to  allow  it  to  be  argued  here.  They 
give  no  opinion  upon  it  further  than  by  saying  that  it  does  not 
appear  to  them  to  be  by  any  means  so  clear  as  the  learned  Counsel 
for  the  Appellant  have  represented  it  to  be  (see  Demolombe, 
Traits  de$  Donations,  &c.,  Tom.  I.,  pp.  67  et  seq,,  Articles  68  ^  seq.) 
If  the  minors  have  any  substantial  interest  in  raising  the  question^ 
their  proper  course  is  to  apply  to  the  Oourt  below  for  leave  to  do 
so  in  the  subsequent  proceedings  of  the  cause.  The  judgment 
under  appeal  is  obviously  only  an  interlocutory  one,  and  must  be 
followed  by  proceedings  for  the  due  division  and  administration 
of  the  assets,  and  the  proportionate  abatement  of  the  different 
legacies  It  is  difiSlcult,  however,  to  see  how  the  minors  can  be 
interested  in  raising  this  question,  if  they  elect  to  take  (as  no 
doubt  their  Guardians  will,  for  them,  elect  to  take)  their  legal 
reserve,  since,  in  that  case,  they  will  receive  in  full  all  that  upon 
the  true  construction  of  the  Will  they  are  entitled  to.  Had  the 
Appellant's  construction  prevailed,  the  minors  would  have  had  a 
material  interest  in  disputing  the  validity  of  any  particular  legacy, 
if,  as  would  seem  from  the  1013th  Article  of  the  Code,  and  De- 
molombe*8  Commentary  thereon  (Traite  des  Testaments^  Liv.  iii.. 
Tit.  ii.,  ch.  i.,  Articles  602  et  seq.),  they,  as  Legatees,  "  a  titre 
wniversey*  are  not  only  not  entitled  to  be  paid  in  preference  of 
the  particular  Legatees,  but  are  bound  to  contribute  rateably  with 
the  heirs  to  the  extent  of  *^  la  quoiitS  disponitte"  towards  the  pay- 
ment of  particular  legacies.  It  was,  however,  suggested  that»  in 
their  quality  of  heirs  entitled  to  a  reserve,  they  might  incur 
responsibility  to  the  other  persons  interested  in  the  estate  by 
reason  of  their  omission  to  raise  this  question.  Their  Lordships 
cannot  conceive  that  they  can  do  so,  particularly  in  this  suit, 
which  seems  likely  to  become  a  general  administration  suit.  Bat 
this  too  is  a  point  which,  if  there  be  anything  in  it,  should  be 
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submitted  to  the  Coart  below  in  the  snbseqaent  course  of  the        J.G. 
suit.  1878 

The  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  judgment  under 
appeal  can  be  impeached  on  the  ground  that  it  directs  the  costs  of 
the  action  up  to  that  stage  to  be  costs  of  succession.  It  is  un- 
necessary for  their  Lordships  to  consider,  whether  it  is  in  accord- 
ance with  the  practice  of  this  Tribunal  to  allow  an  appeal  which 
has  failed  on  all  other  pbints  to  be  supported  as  an  appeal  upon 
the  question  of  costs ;  because  they  are  of  opinion^  that  in  this 
case  the  objection  cannot  be  maintained.  The  declaration  prayed 
that  the  costs  should  be  costs  of  succession  of  Lionee  Layesse, 
but,  in  case  of  contestatiou,  should  be  paid  by  the  contesting 
party.  The  words  of  the  judgment  are  ^  costs  of  the  action 
hitherto  to  be  costs  of  succession.''  Mr.  Maekeson's  objection 
was  founded  on  the  1016th  Article  of  the  Code,  which  says : — 
"  Les  frais  de  la  demande  en  delivrance  seront  a  la  charge  de  la 
8ucees8um,  sans  nSawnwinsi  qu'il  puisse  en  risvUer  de  rSdwstion  de 
la  rSserve  legale!*  There  is  nothing  in  the  words  of  the  Decree 
from  which  it  can  be  inferred  with  certainty  that  in  the  final 
administration  of  the  estate  the  Court  below  will  not  apply  this 
Article  in  its  integrity.  But  even  if  it  be  intended  to  throw  the 
costs  upon  the  whole  succession,  including  the  reserye,  their 
Lordships  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  it  exceeded  its  powers  in 
doing  so.  Demolombe^  in  commenting  on  this  Article  of  the  Code 
{Train  des  Testaments^  Liv.  iil,  TU.  il,  ch.  v.,  art.  519,  vol.  iy, 
p.  459),  after  stating  as  a  general  proposition,  that  the  aggregate 
amount  of  the  legacy  and  of  the  costs  of  the  **  demande  en  delir 
vrance^  must  not  exceed  the  disposable  proportion  of  the  estate, 
or  break  in  upon  the  legal  reserve,  goes  on  to  say : — "  H  n'en  serait 
auirement  qu*auia/nt  que  Vheritier  riservataire  awrait  Sieve  une  prS' 
tention  mal  fondee  ;  ear,  il  devait  etre  ahrs  condamnS  aux  dSjpens, 
lors  meme  que  sa  reserve  s^en  trou/verait  entamee^ 

Again,  what  was  in  this  case  the  contestation  which  has  occa- 
sioned the  chief  part  of  the  costs  of  this  litigation  ?  It  was  in 
effect  a  claim  by  the  heirs  entitled  to  a  reserve  to*  a  legacy  in 
addition  to  their  legal  reserve;  a  claim  in  the  character  of 
legatees,  not  of  heirs  protecting  the  succession,  which  they  have 
failed  to  establish.    It  cannot  be  doubted  that,  in  such  a  case, 

3  2  Y2 
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J.  0.       the  Court  below  might  have  acted  on  the  prayer  of  the  deda- 

1873        ration,  and  under  the  130th  Article  of  the  Code  of  OivU  Troeeiwre 

j^^^^     have  condemned  the  Appellant  in  costs.    The  decree,  therefore, 

^  ^-         however  to  be  construed,  is  in  ease  of  the  Appellant  and  of  those 

whom  she  represents. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  to  afiSrm  the 
judgment  under  appeal,  and  to  dismiss  the  appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Valpy  dk  Chaplin. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  KynasUm  &  GasqueL 


J.  o.»   THE  LONDON  CHAETERED  BANK  OFI  . 

1873  AUSTRALIA [  Appbllaot; 

WILLIAM     GEORGE     LEMPRlfeRE     AND! 


FA.  4,  5,  e.  AKD 

M"fePP!       A -NTH  I 

Respondents. 


OTHERS , 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  THE  COLONY  OF 

VICTORIA. 

Sqfaraie  uiaU  of  a  Married  Woman  trith  potoer  cf  appointment  hy  Deed  or 
WiU— 'Debts  of  Married  Woman — Banker*$  lien^Fleadin^ — Fraud  charged 
and  not  proved — Coete, 

The  property  of  a  married  woman,  settled  by  an  ante-nuptial  Settlement 
for  her  separate  ase  for  life,  with  remainder  as  she  should  by  Deed  or  Will 
appoint,  with  remainder  in  fedlure  of  appointment  to  her  Ezecators  or 
Administrators,  is  an  absolute  settlement  for  her  sole  and  separate  nse, 
without  restraint  on  anticipation,  and  YOBta  in  equity  the  entire  eovpue  in  her 
for  aU  purposes. 

A.t  a  Widow  and  the  Administratrix  of  her  deceased  Husband  (who  had 
died  intestate),  and  entitled  to  Dower  as  to  his  real  estate,  and  to  a  third  of 
his  personal  estate,  being  about  to  contract  a  second  marriage,  executed  with 
her  intended  Husband  a  Settlement,  whereby  she  settled  the  estate  she  was 
so  possessed  of  and  entitled  to,  to  her  sole  and  separate  use,  with  power  of 
appointment  by  Deed  or  Will,  and  with  his  consent  gave  a  Letter  instructing 
her  Bankers  to  keep  separate  accounts,  and  to  consider  any  private  overdraft 
by  her  on  her  own  account  secured  by  the  administrative  deposits  in  their 
hands.  At  this  time  two  sums  of  £6,000  and  £8,000  were  in  deposit  on  such 
account,  and  subsequently  various  other  sums  were,  from  time  to  time,  paid 
in  by  her  to  the  same  account,  and  placed  at  interest  with  the  Bank,  who 


•  Present ;— The  Lord  Justick  Jauer,  Sib  Barkes  Peacock,  The  Lord 
Justice  Hellish,  and  Sib  Montague  Edwabd  Suith. 
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allowed  ber  to  OYcrdraw  her  priyate  account  on  the  strength  of  the  arrange-        J.  C. 
ment  so  made.  .^.^ 

By  her  Will  she  executed  the  power  of  appointment  reserved  to  her  by  the         «^v^ 
Settlement,  and  having  at  the  time  of  her  death  overdrawn  her  private         Thb 
account  to  a  considerable  amount,  the  Bankers  claimed,  as  against  the   q^J^^^q 
parties  interested  under  the  Will,  to  retain  the  sums  so  paid  into  their  hands.      Bank  or 
on  account  of  the  administrative  account,  and  especially  the  sums  of  £6,000    Avstbalia 
and  £8,000,  so  deposited  with  them,  in  payment  of  the  sums  due  to  tbem  on   i^sMFBikas. 
account  of  the  overdrafts  made  by  her  on  her  private  account,  and  brought  a        — 
suit  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Colony  of  Vieloria  to  enforce  such  lien. 
The  Supreme  Court  dismissed  the  suit : — 

ffM  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  reversing  such  decision,  that,  whether  or 
not  the  Bankers  had  notice  of  the  Settlement  (which  fact  was  uncertain)  the 
Letter  of  instruction  to  them  by  A,  was  a  valid  execution  of  the  right  reserved 
by  her,  as  regarded  the  two  sums  of  £6,000  and  £8,000  then  in  their  hands,  and 
in  the  absence  of  fraud  gave  the  Bankers  a  lien  on  those  sums  for  any  future 
overdraft  that  nright  be  made  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  such  Letter. 

The  dictum  of  Lord  Justice  Turner  in  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  OaUagher  (1) 
as  to  the  liability  of  the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  for  debts  con- 
tracted with  reference  to  such  estate,  approved  and  adopted.  The  case  of 
Shattock  V.  ShaUoch  (2)  dissented  from. 

If  the  relief  sought  by  the  Bill  is  based  on  fraud,  the  failure  to  prove  it  is 
fatal ;  but  if  by  striking  out  of  the  Bill  the  charge  of  fraud  there  is  sufficient 
equity  stated  and  proved,  and  the  charge  of  fraud  is  only  subsidiary,  it  is  a 
matter  only  affecting  costs. 

1  HIS  appeal  was  brought  from  a  decree  of  the  Primary  Judge 
in  Equity  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Colony  of  Victoria^  dis- 
missing the  Appellant's  Bill,  and  also  from  a  decree  of  the  full 
Court  on  appeal  dismissing  an  appeal  from  that  decree  with  costs. 

The  question  arising  on  the  appeal  was,  whether  the  Appellant, 
by  virtue  of  a  Letter,  dated  the  4th  of  April,  1862,  was  entitled  to  a 
lien  on  the  share  of  Mrs.  AUkin,  deceased,  in  the  estate  of  her  first 
Husband,  Jeremiah  Qeorge  Ware,  late  of  Koort  Koort  Nong  station, 
in  the  Colony  of  Victorta,  and  in  particular  on  two  sums  of  £8,000 
and  £6,000,  deposited  by  her  with  the  Appellant's  Bank,  notwith- 
standing a  Settlement  made  on  ber  second  marriage,  and  her 
appointment  by  Will  in  exercise  of  a  power  in  such  settlement 
contained. 

The  Appellant's  Bank  was  incorporated  by  Boyal  Charter,  and 
carried  on  the  business  of  banking  in  the  Colony  of  Victoria. 

The  several  Bespondents  were  the  Trustees  of  the  Settlement 
made  on  Mrs.  Aitkin's  second  marriage ;  James  William  Manifold 
(1)  3  D.  F.  &  J.  494.  (2)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  182. 
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J.  a       AUJcin,  her  second  Husband,  and  WiSiam  George  Lempriirey  the 

1873       Executors  and  Trustees  of  her  Will ;  the  children  of  Mrs.  AUkin 

Thb        by  her  second  Husband;    the  legal  personal  representatire  of 

(^^^^   Jeremiah  Qeorge  Ware  of  the  estate  not  administered  by  Mrs. 

^*"^  ^'     Aitkin,  the  original  Administratrix ;  the  Receiver  appointed  in  a 

V,         suit  of  "  Ware  v.  Ware  "  for  the  administration  of  Jeremiah  Oeorge 

Ware*B  estate,  instituted  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Colony  of 

Victoria;  the  six  children  of  Mrs.  Aitkin  by  her  first  Husband; 
and  the  Trustees  of  the  Settlement  executed  on  the  marriage  of 
Mary  Sickling,  one  of  such  children,  with  Frederick  Jam^  Hickling^ 
and  which  comprised  her  interest  under  her  Mother's  second 
marriage  Settlement  and  Will.  The  Bespondent,  the  National 
Bank  of  Avsiralasia,  was  the  Assignee  of  a. legacy  of  £5,000 
given  to  James  William  Manifold  Aitkin  by  Mrs.  AitkivkS  Will, 
and  the  Official  Assignee  of  James  William  Manifold  AUkin, 
whose  estate  was,  on  the  16th  of  May,  1870,  placed  under 
sequestration  for  the  benefit  of  his  Creditors,  was  also  a  Be- 
spondent. 

The  material  facts  of  the  case  were  these : — 

J.  O.  Ware  died  intestate  on  the  22nd  of  October,  1859.  His 
personal  estate  was  of  great  value,  and  consisted  chiefly  of 'stations 
or  runs,  and  stock  and  other  chattels  thereon,  to  one-thifd  share  of 
which  Anne  Young  Aitkin  was  entitled  as  his  Widow.  He  also 
owned  other  real  estate,  in  which  Anne  Young  Aitkin  was  entitled 
to  dower. 

On  the  16th  of  November,  1859,  Letters  of  administration  of 
the  personal  estate  of  the  Intestate  were  granted  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Colony  of  Victoria  to  his  Widow,  afterwards  Mrs.  Aitkin. 
In  the  month  of  March  following  a  suit  was  instituted  in  that 
Court  in  its  equitable  jurisdiction  by  the  Bespondent,  /.  O.  Ware^ 
one  of  the  children  of  Mrs.  Aitkin  by  her  first  Husband,  for  the 
administration  of  the  estate  of  the  Intestate,  which  is  still  pending. 
By  an  Order  made  therein  on  the  14th  of  March,  1865,  the  Be- 
spondent, Joseph  Ware,  was  appointed  Beceiver  and  Manager  of 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real  estate  and  stations  of  the  In- 
testate. 

During  her  widowhood,  Anne  Young  Ware  kept  two  accounts 
with  the  Appellant's  Bank  at  the  Gedong  branch.    One  was  a 
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private  account^  and,  was  opened  and  kept  simply  in  the  name  of  J.  0. 

Anne  Young  Ware,  and  the  other  was  an  administration  account,  1878 

and  was  opened  and  kept  by  her  as  Administratrix  of  the  estate  tbe 

of  the  Intestate  in  the  name  of  "  Anne  Young  Ware,  Administra-  chakh^ 

trix."  Bask  of 

AUSTBALIA 

On  the  9th  of  March,  1860,  Antie  Young  Ware  authorized  the   ^     v. 
Bank  to  honour  cheques  of  her  Son,  the  Bespondent,  John  Ware, 
who  was  her  Agent  in  the  management  of  the  Intestate's  estate, 
<lrawn  on  her  administration  account. 

On  the  20th  of  March,  1862,  Anne  Yowng  Aitkin^  then  Anne 
Young  Ware,  Widow,  intermarried  with  the  Bespondent,  James 
WHliam  Manifold  Aitkin. 

The  share  of  Anne  Young  Aitkin  in  the  personal  estate  of  the 
Intestate  had  not  been  ascertained  at  the  time  of  her  second 
marriage,  and  it  was  not,  in  fact,  ascertained  until  the  Master  in 
Equity  made  his  general  report  in  the  suit  of  **  Ware  v.  Ware," 
on  the  20th  of  December,  1865,  but  all  the  debts  of  the  Intestate 
had  then  been  paid,  and  she  was  then  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
Sank  entitled  to  a  large  sum  in  respect  of  such  share,  and  was 
Also  then  entitled  to  a  further  sum  for  arrears  of  rent  or  income, 
in  respect  of  her  dower  in  the  real  estate,  of  which  there  had  been 
no  assignment. 

In  contemplation  of  such  marriage  there  was  executed  a  Settle- 
ment, dated  the  19th  of  March,  1862.  By  this  Settlement  Anne 
Young  Aitkin,  with  the  privity  and  consent  of  James  William 
Manifold  AUkin,  assigned  unto  William  Qeorge  Lempriere  and 
WiUiam  MaeRdbie  all  her  right  and  title  to  Dower  in  the  real 
estate  of  the  Intestate,  and  all  income  then  or  thereafter  to 
become  due  to  her  in  respect  thereof,  upon  trust  that  W.  O. 
Lempriere  and  W.  MaeBcbie,  or  other  the  Trustees  or  Trustee  for 
the  time  being  of  the  Settlement,  should  during  the  life  of  Anne 
Young  AUkin  pay  to  her,  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  but  without 
power  of  anticipation,  all  moneys  which  might  come  to  their  hands 
under  the  assignment ;  and  after  the  death  of  Anne  Young  Aitkin, 
as  to  all  moneys  wliich  might  have  accrued  or  become  due  in 
respect  of  such  Dower,  and  which  might  not  have  been  recfeived  by 
ihe  Trustees  for  the  time  being,  upon  trust  for  such  persons  and 
purposes  as  Annie  Young  Aitkin  should,  notwithstanding  coverture. 
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J.  0.        by  Deed  or  Will  appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  to  her 
1873        Executors  or  Administrators     And  by  the  same  Indenture  Ann& 
"^        Young  AUJcin  assigned  unto  W.  O.  Lempriere  and  TF.  MaeBMe  all 
LoNDooi     i^Qj.  ghare  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  Intestate,  and  of  the  income 
Bakkqt     and    profits  thereof,   npon  trust    that    W.    O.   Lempriere  and 
«.  W.  MaeBdbie,  or  other  the  Trustees  for  the  time  being,  should  oat 

of  any  principal  moneys  which  might  come  to  their  hands  by 
virtue  of  the  assignment  last  aforesaid,  in  the  first  place  set  apart 
the  sum  of  £15,000.  and  inyest  the  same  as  in  the  Indenture  men- 
tioned, and  should  pay,  assign,  and  dispose  of  that  sum,  and  the 
securities  upon  which  the  same  might  be  invested,  and  the  interest 
thereof,  to  such  person  or  persons,  upon  such  trusts,  and  for  such 
purposes  as  Anne  Young  Aitkin  should,  notwithstanding  coverture, 
by  Deed  or  Will  appoint  And  in  default  of  and  until  appoint- 
ment, should  during  the  joint  lives  of  Anne  Young  AUkin  and 
James  William  Manifold  AUkin  pay  the  interest  to  Anne  Young 
Aitkin  for  her  sole  and  separate  use.  And  after  the  death  of  Anne 
Young  AUkin  so  much  of  the  sum  of  £15,000,  and  securities,  and 
the  interest  thereof,  as  should  have  been  unappointed  and  undis- 
posed of  by  her,  were  to  remain,  in  case  Jamee  William  Manifold 
Aitkin  were  to  survive  her,  in  trust  for  her  Executors  and  Adminis- 
trators. And  it  was  by  the  same  Indenture  declared,  that  the 
Trustees  for  the  time  being  should  stand  possessed  of  the  residue  of 
the  principal  moneys  which  should  come  to  their  hands  by  virtue 
of  the  assignment,  after  setting  apart  the  sum  of  £15,000,  upon 
trust  that  they  should  invest  such  residue  as  thereby  provided,  and 
should  during  the  joint  lives  of  Anne  Young  Aitkin  and  Jame^ 
William  Manifold  Aitkin  pay  the  income  thereof,  and  of  the 
securities  upon  which  the  same  might  be  invested,  unto  Anne 
Young^ Aitkin  for  her  sole  and  separate  use,  but  without  power  of 
anticipation ;  and  after  the  death  of  Anne  Young  Aitkin  should 
stand  possessed  of  the  residue  and  securities,  and  the  income 
thereof,  in  trust  for  the  children  of  Anne  Young  Aitkin,  then 
existing,  or  to  be  bom  thereafter,  as  she  should  by  Deed  or  Will 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  children,  for  such  persons  as  she  should  ' 
in  like  manner  appoint. 

Shortly  after  the  marriage,  viz.  on  the  4th  of  April,  1862,  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Aitkin  called  at  the  Gedong  branch  of  the  Appellant's 
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Bafik,  and  bad  an  interyiew  with  John  OaUeUy,  the  Manager  there.       J.  C. 
There  was  conflictiog  evidenoe  as  to  what  took  place  at  this  inter-        1873 
view,  and  especially  on  the  qnestion,  whether  any  allusion  was  made        ^^ 
to  the  marriage  Settlement.    It  was  admitted,  on  the  one  hand,      London 
that  QalleUy  did  not  inquire,  whether  there  was  any  Settlement ;     Bank  of 
and  on  the  other  hand,  that  Mrs. .  Aiihin  never  mentioned  that         v. 
there  was  one ;  and  the  Appellant's  case  was»  that  it  most  be  con-        f^"' 
daded  from  the  evidence  that  no  allusion  thereto  was  in  fact  made 
by  Mrs.  AUkin,  by  whom  alone  it  was  alleged  by  the  Bespondents  to 
have  been  made.    It  was  in  evidence,  that  at  this  interview  Mrs. 
Aitkin  stated,  that  she  had  called  with  reference  to  her  accounts, 
and  in  answer  to  an  inquiry  made  by  OaUeUtfy  said  that  she  did  not 
intend  making  any  change.    She  added,  that  she  would  require 
the  same  fiEtcilities  for  getting  money  from  the  administration 
account  as  she  had  previously  bad,  and  might  require  to  overdraw 
her  private  account  on  the  security  of  the  administration  account, 
and  that  she  wished  John  Ware  to  have  the  same  authority  as  to 
drawing  cheques  as  before.     OaUetly  said,  that  it  was  only  neces- 
sary to  change  the  title  of  the  accounts  from  Ware  to  Aitkin,  and 
he  drew  up  the  following  Letter,  which  he  stated  was  intended  to 
express  her  wishes.    She  signed  the  Letter,  and  on  OaUetly  mention- 
ing that  Mr.  AUkin's  consent  was  required,  he  also  signed  it. 

•*  Geel<mg,  4th  April,  1862. 
"  The  Manager,  London  Chartered  Bank^  Qeelong. 

"  Dear  Sir, — Herewith  I  send  you  two  cheques,  amounting  to 
£1,363.  3«.  Id.  and  £4,434. 18«.  7d.,  drawn  by  me  on  my  private 
account  and  administration  account,  and  hereby  request  you  to 
transfer  the  amount  to  accounts  respectively  to  be  opened  in  your 
Bank  in  the  name  of  *  A.  Y.Aitkin'  and* -4.  Y  Aitkin,  Adminis- 
tratrix.' Any  cheques  outstanding,  or  any  Bills  drawn,  accepted, 
or  indorsed  *  A.  Y.  Ware/  or  *-4.  Y.  Ware,  Administratrix,*  to  be 
placed  to  the  new  accounts  respectively.  And  you  will  consider 
any  private  overdraft  of  mine  secured  by  my  administration  de- 
posits in  your  hands,  and  please  to  recognise  Mr.  John  Ware's 
signature  as  formerly  on  the  administration  account. 

"  I  am,  yours  truly, 

"  I  consent.    Jamee  M.  Aitkin.  "  A.  Y.  Aitkin. 

«  John  OaUetly,  Witness." 
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J.  C.  The  sums  of  £1,363.  Ss.  Id.  and  £4,434.  18«.  Id.  mentioned  in 

1873        this  Letter  were  at  the  date  thereof  standing  to  the  credit  of  the 

The        private  and  administration  accounts  respectively,  and  were  tbere- 

Ca^TmKD  ^P^^  transferred  to  new  accounts  opened  in  accordance  with  the 

Bauk  of     request  contained  in  the  above  Letter.     Anne  Young  AUhin  con- 

V.         tinned,  with  her  Husband's  consent,  to  act  on  the  new  accoants 

Lempriebb.   ^^  opened  with  the  Bank.     On  the  20th  of  October,  1863,  she 

transferred  £8,000,  and  on  the  3rd  of  March,  1864,  she  transferred 

£6,000  from  the  administration  account  to  a  deposit  account  at 

interest,  and  these  sums  remained  so  deposited  until  her  death. 

Acting  on  the  arrangement  embodied  in  the  Letter  of  the  4th 
of  April,  1860,  Mrs.  Aitkin  was  permitted  to  overdraw  her  private 
account  to  a  large  amount.  At  the  time  of  her  death  there  was 
due  in  respect  of  such  overdraft,  including  interest  at  the  current 
rate  charged  by  the  Bank,  according  to  the  usual  course  of  deal- 
ing, the  sum  of  £13,438.  28.  8d.  It  was  to  this  sum  and  subsequent 
interest  that  the  Appellant's  claim  referred. 

Mrs.  Aithin  died  on  the  19th  of  June,  1867,  having  by  her 
Will,  dated  the  3rd  of  October,  1864,  appointed  the  Respondents 
J.  W.  Manifold  Aitkin,  W.  O.  Lemjpriire.  and  W.  Ma4iB6bie,  Trustees 
and  Executors  thereof,  and  she  further  appointed  that  all  moneys 
which  might  have  accrued  in  respect  of  her  Dower  in  the  real 
estate  of  the  aforesaid  Intestate,  and  might  not  have  been  received 
in  her  lifetime,  should  upon  her  death  be  paid  to  and  held  by 
the  Trustees  of  her  Will  upon  the  same  trusts  as  were  therein- 
after declared  concerning  the  sum  of  £15,000 ;  and  as  to  this  sam 
she  gave  £5,000,  part  thereof,  to  her  Husband,  the  Bespondent 
Aithiny  and  gave  the  rest  upon  trusts  for  her  second  Son,  John 
Ware  the  younger,  and  in  certain  events  for  her  other  children, 
and  by  the  Will  Mrs.  iit^m  exercised  the  appointment  reserved  to 
her  by  the  Settlement  over  the  residue  of  the  moneys  comprised 
therein,  and  appointed  the  same  upon  certain  trusts  for  her  children. 
By  a  Deed,  dated  the  20th  of  March,  1868,  the  Bespondent, 
Aitkin,  assigned  bis  legacy  of  £5,000  to  the  Bespondent,  the 
Nationai  Bank  of  Australasia,  by  way  of  security  for  a  debt  due 
from  him  to  that  Bank,  and  interest. 

On  the  death  of  Anne  Young  Aitkin  the  Appellant  claimed  U) 
be  entitled  to  be  paid  thd  principal  moneys  and  interest  due  on 
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the  overdraft  of  her  private  account,  out  of  her  share  in  the  per-      *  J.  a 
sonal  estate  and  her  Dower  in  the  real  estate  of  her  first  Husband,       1878 
and  out  of  the  sums  of  £8,000  and  £6,000  so  deposited  as  afore-        xhb 
said,  and  the  interest  thereon.     This  claim  was  disputed  by  the   c^^Jjjj 
persons  interested  under  the  Settlement  made  on  Mrs.  Aitkin's    ^^^^  of 
Second  marriage,  and  also  by  Joseph  Ware,  as  the  Eeceiver  and         v. 
Manager  in  the  suit  of  "  Ware  v.  Ware**  and  by  John  Ware,  as  the     ^^''J^^^*' 
legal  personal  representative  of  Jeremiah  Qeorge  Ware. 

The  Appellant  thereupon  filed  a  Bill  in  Equity  for  the  purpose 
of  enforcing  the  claim.  To  this  Bill,  which  was  amended,  all  the 
Bespondents  were  made  Defendants. 

The  Bill  set  forth  the  facts  before  stated,  and,  regarding  the 
interview  at  the  Bank  with  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Aitkin  on  the  4th  of  April, 
1862,  already  stated,  alleged  that  Anne  Young  Aitkin  and  the 
Defendant  Aitkin,  her  Husband,  did  not,  either  of  them,  on  the 
4th  day  of  April,  1862,  or  at  any  time,  disclose  to  the  Manager 
the  existence  of  the  Indenture  of  Settlement  of  the  19th  of  March, 
1862,  but,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  such  overdraft  as  aforesaid, 
concealed  from  him  the  fact  of  such  Settlement  having  been 
made;  and  the  Manager  was  not,  nor  was  the  Plaintiff,  aware 
during  the  lifetime  of  Anne  Young  Aitkin  that  any  Settlement 
had  been  made  on  her  marriage  with  the  Defendant,  James  WiUiam 
Manifold  Aitkin,  but  believed  that  the  whole  of  her  distributive 
share  in  the  personal  estate  of  the  Intestate  and  her  Dower  was 
at  the  absolute  disposal  of  herself  and  her  Husband,  and  that  if  the 
existence  of  the  Settlement  had  been  known  to  the  Manager  or  to 
the  Plaintiff,  the  arrangement  made  on  the  4th  day  of  April,  1862, 
would  not  have  been  entered  into,  and  Anne  Young  Aitkin  would 
not  have  been  permitted  to  overdraw  her  private  account;  and 
the  Plaintiff  submitted  that,  under  the  circumstances,  the  conceal- 
ment of  the  Settlement  was  a  fraud  upon  the  Plaintiff,  and  that 
the  distributive  share  of  Anne  Yowng  Aitkin  (formerly  Ware) 
in  the  personal  estate  of  the  Intestate,  and  all  moneys  which 
might  be  payable  in  respect  of  her  Dower  in  his  real  estate,  or  any 
part  thereof,  were  liable  to  make  good  to  the  Plaintifr,  in  priority 
to  any  claim  of  the  parties  interested  under  the  Settlement  or 
Will,  the  sum  so  due  to  the  Plaintiff,  with  interest  as  aforesaid  in 
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J.  0.  respect  of  the  overdraft ;  and  that  until  such  sum  and  interest 
1873  was  fully  paid  the  Plaintiff  had  a  lien  upon,  and  was  entitled  to 
i^  retain,  the  deposits  of  £8,000  and  £6,000  as  security  for  the 
Gbai^^  same ;  and  further  alleged  that  the  Defendants  insisted,  that  the 
Bank  of  Defendant,  John  Ware,  as  such  Administrator,  or  the  Defendant, 
Joseph  Ware,  as  the  Beceiyer  appointed  in  the  suit,  was  entitled 
to  the  deposits  of  £8,000  and  £6,000,  and  accruing  interest 
thereon,  and  the  Defendants,  John  Ware  and  Joseph  Ware  had 
demanded  the  same  from  the  Plaintiff,  and  threatened  and 
intended  to  bring  an  action-at-law  against  the  Plaintiff  therein 
for  the  recovery  thereof,  although  the  Defendants  were  well  aWaie 
of  the  arrangement  made  between  the  Plaintiff  by  its  Manager 
and  Anne  Yowng  AUhin  and  her  Husband  for  the  overdraft,  and 
never  disclosed  the  existence  of  the  Settlement  to  the  Plain- 
tiff; and  the  Bill  prayed,  that  it  might  be  declared,  that  the  share 
to  which  Anne  Yowng  AUhin  (formerly  Ware)  was  entitled  as 
Widow  of  the  Intestate  in  his  personal  estate,  and  the  moneys 
payable  in  respect  of  her  Dower  in  his  real  estate,  were  liable  to 
make  good  the  sum  due  to  the  Plaintiff^  with  interest,  in  respect 
of  the  overdraft,  and  that  until  such  overdraft  was  fully  paid  that 
the  Plaintiff  had  a  lien  upon,  and  was  entitled  to  retain,  the 
deposits  of  £8,000  and  £6,000  as  security  for  the  same ;  and  for  an 
account  of  what  was  due  to  the  Plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  ^over- 
draft. That  the  Defendant,  John  Ware,  in  case  he  should  admit 
assets  for  that  purpose,  might  be  decreed  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff 
what  should  be  found  due  on  taking  such  account ;  and  that  in 
case  he  should  not  admit  assets,  then  that  the  share  of  Anne  Tovng 
Aitkin  in  the  estate  of  the  Intestate  might  be  ascertained,  and 
the  personal  estate  of  the  Intestate,  so  far  as  might  be  necessary 
for  that  purpose,  administered  under  the  direction  of  the  Court ; 
and  for  an  account  of  the  moneys  payable  in  respect  of  the 
Dower  of  Anne  Young  Aitkin  fn  the  real  estate  of  the  Intestate,  or 
any  part  thereof,  and  that  the  share  and  moneys  might  be  applied 
in  payment  of  what  should  be  so  found  due  to  the  Plaintiff;  and 
that  the  Defendants,  Lempriere,  Murray,  and  Aitkin  might  be 
severally  restrained  by  injunction  from  receiving  or  applying  upon 
the  trusts  of  the  Settlement  or  Will  any  of  the  moneys  or  property 
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assigned  by  the  Indentnre  of  Settlement ;  and  that  they  might  be  J.  0. 

directed  to  apply  the  same  in  or  towards  payment  of  the  Plain-  1S73 

tiff's  claim ;  and  that  the  Defendants,  John  Ware  and  Joseph  Ware,  thb 

might  be  restrained  from  bringing  any  action-at-law  for  recovery  oJj^J^fgj, 

of  snch  deposits.  Bank  of 

,  AUSTBikLIA 

By  the  answers  the  main  defence  raised  by  the  Defendants  was,  «.  ^ 
that  the  Settlement  made  on  Mrs.  AiikMs  second  marriage  was  J[|<|<^^- 
disclosed  to  QdUeBy  in  the  coarse  of  conversation  at  the  inter- 
view of  the  4th  of  April,  1862,  and  it  was  in  effect  insisted  by  the 
Defendants,  that  the  Appellant's  claim  ,was  defeated  by  the 
Settlement,  and  that  the  persons  interested  thereunder  and  under 
Mrs.  AUhirCt  Will  took  her  share  in  her  first  Husband's  estate, 
discharged  from  all  lien  claimed  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant 

The  suit  was  heard  before  Mr.  Justice  Moleswofihy  one  of  the 
Primary  Judges  in  Equity  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Colony  of 
Vietoria,  on  the  14th,  22nd,  and  25th  of  November,  1870.  OaOetly 
and  Nieol  were  examined  viva  voce  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant 
and  cross-examined  on  behalf  of  the  Bespondents.  James  Wil- 
liam  Manifold  AHJcin  and  John  Ware  were  also  examined  viva  voee 
on  behalf  of  the  Respondents  and  cross-examined  on  behalf  of  the 
Appellant 

Mr.  Justice  Moleeworih,  on  the  12th  of  December,  1870,  gave 
judgment  dismissing  the  Appellant's  Bill  with  costs. 

The  case  was  then  taken  on  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Colony  of  Victoria,  sitting  in  Banco,  on  the  23rd  of  December, 
1870.  The  appeal  was  dismissed  with  costs.  The  reasons  of  the 
Chief  Justice,  Sir  William  F.  StaweU,  and  the  other  Judges,  for 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  appeal  were,  first,  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  concealment,  or  intention  to  conceal,  the  Settlement  on 
the  part  of  Anne  Young  Aitkin  or  her  Husband ;  secondly,  that 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  Manager  to  have  made  inquiries  as  to  the 
existence  of  any  such  Settlement 

From  this  judgment  the  present  appeal  was  brought 

The  SoUdUyr-General  (Sir  G.  Jessel),  Mr.  Diekimon,  Q.C.,  and 
Mr.  Kekewieh,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  question  to  be  decided  in  this  appeal  is,  whether  the  Appel- 
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lant  is  not,  tinder  the  circumstances,  and  bj  virtne  of  the  Letter 
of  the  4th  of  April,  1862,  entitled  to  a  lien  on  the  share  of  the 
late  Mrs.  AUkin  in  the  estate  of  her  first  Husband,  Ware;  more 
especially  in  the  two  sums  of  £8,000  and  £6,000,  deposited  by  her 
with  the  Bank,  notwithstanding  the  Settlement  executed  on  her 
second  marriage  with  AUkiUy  and  the  appointment  by  her  by  Will, 
in  the  exercise  of  the  power  contained  in  such  Deed  of  Settlement. 
We  maintain,  that  the  Bank  had  no  notice  of  the  Settlement,  and 
the  exercise  of  the  power  by  Mrs.  AUkin  reserred  to  her  in  it  was 
a  fraud  on  the  Appellant,  and  could  not  affect  his  lien  on  the  funds 
deposited  with  him.     The  true  conclusion,  from  the  evidence,  ia, 
that  the  existence  of  the  Settlement,  if  not  intentionally  concealed 
from  the  Appellant,  was  at  least  not  disclosed  to  him,  as  it  ought 
to  hare  been,  on  the  4th  of  April,  1862.    It  was  no  part  of  the 
duty  of  the  Appellant  to  make  inquiries  regarding  the  execution 
of  ^a  Settlement ;  and  it  appears  that  during  Mrs.  AtilMs  life  he 
had  no  knowledge  of  the  existence  of  such.    The  exercise  of  a 
power,  therefore,  under  it,  oyer  funds  on  which  the  Appellant  had 
a  clear  lien  for  his  Customer's  overdraughts,  was  a  fraud  on  him 
and  cannot  be  supported :  Sugden  on  Powers,  pp.  331  n.  (Q,  474, 
476  [8th  Ed.].  The  power  given  was  to  be  executed  by  Deed  or 
Will ;  if  executed  by  Deed,  notice  must  have  been  given  to  the 
Bank ;  the  concealment,  therefore,  of  the  Settlement  from  them 
was  a  fraud,  and  the  information  of  that  fact  improperly  with- 
held: ArcKbold  v.  The  Commissionera  of  CharitMe  BequesU  /or 
Ireland  (1) ;  Bromley  v.  Smith  (2) ;  Yanghan  v.  Vanderstegen  (3). 
All  the  cases  on  this  point  illustrate  the  same  hypothesis  of  fraud 
to  be  imputed  from  concealment.    In  Johnson  v.  OaUagher  (4)  the 
liability  of  the  separate  estate  of  a  married  woman  for  her  indi- 
vidual debts  was  much  discussed,  and  though  the  Lord  Justices 
Knight  JSrtic^.and  Turner  differed  in  the  reasons  which  led  them 
to  the  same  conclusion,  yet  the  decision  in  that  case  is  strongly  in 
our  favour. 

But  should  the  Settlement  be  held  good  against  the  Appellant's 
lien,  yet  Mrs.  AUkin  having  exercised  the  power  of  appointment 
by  Will,  as  reserved  to  her,  so  much  of  the  several  sums  of  £8,000, 


(1)  2  H.  L.  C.  440-459. 

(2)  26  Beav.  644. 


f3)  2  Drew.  165,  363. 
(4)  3  D.  F.  t&  J.  494. 
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and  £6,000,  as  formed  any  part  of  her  sbare  of  her  late  Husband's  J.  C. 

estate,  or  was  appointed  in  favour  of  her  second  Husband,  was  1873 

liable,  and  ought  to  have  been  applied  towards  the  satisfaction  of  "^^ 

the  debt  due  to  the  Bank,  on  the  security  of  the  Letter  of  the  c^JbtoLd 

4th  of  April,  1862.  b^kk  of 

A  TTRfPW  A  T.T  A 

Even  if  fraud  was  not  proved,  the  other  allegations  being  proved         t.  ^ 
are  grounds  for  a  Decree :  Archbold  Y.'The  Commissioners  of  Charit-     ^^^^^^ 
able  Bequests  for  Ireland  (1) ;  Hiekson  v.  Lombard  (2)  ;  Espey  v. 
LaJce  (3) ;  Parr  v.  Jeicdl  (4). 

Sir  jB.  BaggaUay,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  0.  HaU,  for  the  Eespondents, 
John  Ware,  and  others. 

Mr.  Cottony  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  LindJetfy  Q.C.,  for  the  Respondents, 
Lemprierey  and  others ;  and 

Mr.  Fry,  Q.O.,  and  Mr,  C.  R  BusseU,  for  the  National  Bank  of 
Australia. 

Their  Lordships  refused  to  hear  more  than  two  Counsel  for  the 
Respondents,  accordingly. 

Sir  JS.  BaggaHay,  Q-C,  and  Mr.  Cotton,  Q.C.,  argued  the  case  for 
the  whole  of  the  Respondents : — 

Neither  Mrs.  Aitkin  nor  her  Husband  gave,  in  the  interview  with 
the  Manager  of  the  Bank,  or  intended  to  give,  any  security  what- 
ever for  any  overdraft  of  her  private  account.  The  Letter  of  the 
4th  of  April,  1862,  cannot  be  considered  an  execution  of  the  power 
given  her  by  the  Settlement,  of  which  Settlement  the  Bank,  if  they 
had  not  notice,  could  have  ascertained,  and  it  did  not  give  the  Bank 
a  lien  or  charge  on  Mrs.  Aitkin's  one-third  share  of  the  intestate's 
estate,  nor  on  the  funds  comprised  in  the  Settlement,  over  which  she 
had  a  general  power  of  appointment.  Mrs.  Aitkin's  liability,  if  any, 
is  confined  to  her  separate  estate,  and  she  could  not  enter  into  any 
other  contract  except  as  to  it :  Shattock  v.  ShaUoek  (5) ;  Vaughan  v. 
Vanderstegen  (6) ;  Hobday  v.  Peters  (7) ;  Johnson  v.  QaiUagher  (8) ; 

(1)  2  H.  L.  0.  440.  (5)  Law  Eep.  2  Eq.  182. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  I  H.  L.  324.  (6)  2  Drew.  165,  363. 

(3)  10  Hare,  260.  (7)  28  Beav.  354. 

(4)  1  K.  &  J.  671.  (8)  3  D.  F.  &  J.  494. 
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Healley  y.  Thomas  (1) ;  SioeJcelt  v.  Wray  (2) ;  Hvltne  v.  Tenant  (3). 
Secondly,  the  relief  sought  by  the  Bill  is  on  the  ground  of  fraud, 
and  the  allegations  on  that  head  are  not  proved.  The  other  allega- 
tions of  the  Bill  alleging  an  informal  execution  of  a  power  shew  no 
ground  for  equitable  relief,  and,  therefore,  the  doctrine  of  equitable 
relief  does  not  apply. 


1873  Their  Lordships' judgment  was  reserved,  and  was  now  delivered  by 


_J_  •     The  Lord  Justice  Jaues  : — 

The  Plaintiff  in  this  case  had  certain  dealings  and  transactions 
with  one  Anne  Towig  AiOcin  and  her  Husband  out  of  which  the 
present  claim  arises.  She  was  the  Widow  and  Administratrix  of 
one  Jeremiah  Oearge  Ware^  deceased,  who  had  died  (as  far  back  as 
October,  1859),  Litestate,  possessed  of  property,  real  and  personal, 
to  a  very  large  amount 

A  suit  was  instituted  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Vidoria  for  the 
purpose  of  administering  that  estate,  and,  in  the  course  of  that 
suit,  a  Receiver  and  Manager  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real 
estate  and  stations  of  the  Intestate  was  appointed,  but  the  adnu- 
nistration  of  the  personal  estate  by  the  Administratrix  was  not 
otherwise  interfered  with  by  the  Court 

Mrs.  Aitkin,  then  Mrs.  Ware,  employed  the  Plaintiff  as  her 
Bankers,  and  had  two  accounts  with  them:  one  her  private 
account ;  the  other  her  administration  account,  opened  with  her 
as  Anne  Ware,  Administratrix.  The  Receiver  kept  his  account 
with  the  same  Bank. 

In  March,  1862,  she' intermarried  with  Mr.  Aiihin.  Shortly 
after  her  marriage,  she  and  her  Husband  called  at  the  Bank«  and 
at  their  request  the  two  accounts  were  transferred  to  her  by  her 
new  name,  'and  on  that  occasion  she  signed  a  Letter  as  follows : — 
[His  Lordship  read  the  Letter,  ante,  p.  577,  and  proceeded : — ]  And 
the  Husband  signed  his  name  to  the  words  **  I  consent "  written 
thereunder. 

Afterwards,  and  up  to  the  time  of  Mrs.  Aitkin's  death  in  June, 

(1)  15  Ves.  596.  (2)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  483. 

(3)  1  Bro.  C.  0. 16 ;  S.  C.  2  Dick.  660 ;  and  see  IW.&T.  L.  C.  481  [4th  Ed.j 
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1867,  very  large  sums  were  drawn  out  by  her  on  her  private       J.C. 
account ;  and  the  same  was  overdrawn  at  that  time  to  the  extent        1S73 
of  £13,438.    But  during  the  same  period  very  large  sums  were        ^^ 
paid  in  to  the  Administratrix  account,  which  were,  from  time  to      Londoh 
time,  placed  on  deposit  at  interest  with  the  Bank    Amongst  the     Bank  or 
sums  so  deposited  were  two  sums  of  £6,000  and  £8,000,  which         «. 
are  especially  the  subject  of  this  suit.    After  the  death  of  Mrs.  ^^"^^^ 
AUTcin  an  Order  was  made  for  the  transfer  of  the  balance  in  the 
bands  of  the  Bank,  belouging  to  the  estate  to  the  credit  of  the 
cause,  and  it  is  alleged,  and  appears  to  be  the  fact,  that,  in  the 
first  instance,  the  Manager  of  the  Bank  was  minded  to  obey  such 
Order  to  its  full  extent,  without  setting  up  any  claim  to  retain  the 
deposits  of  £8,000  and  £6,000,  and  '<  acted  so  as  to  make  the 
Beceiver  suppose  that  those  sums  were  transferred  as  well  as  the 
other  moneys  in  their  hands,   but  before  actual  transfer  the 
Manager  placed  those  two  sums  to  a  suspense  account,  insisting 
that  he  had  a  right  to  apply  them  to  the  overdraft  on  the  private 
account." 

Nothing  material  however  appears  to  turn  on  this  vacillation 
of  purpose  or  on  this  conduct  of  the  Manager.  The  two  sums 
had  actually  been  placed  on  deposit  by  Mrs.  Aithin  herself  before 
the  appointment  of  the  Beceiver;  the  moneys  were  still  in  the 
hands  of  the  Bank,  and  nothing  was  actually  done  to  affect  the 
right  (if  the  Bank  had  the  right)  so  to  retain  and  apply  those 
deposits.  Prima  facie  the  Bank  had  that  right  under  the  Letter 
of  Mrs.  Aitkin  concurred  in  by  her  Husband.  Whatever  moneys 
were  deposited  by  her  after  that  Letter  were  paid  by  her  and 
received  by  the  Bank  on  the  conditions  contained  in  her  Letter, 
and  the  Bank  could  not  have  been  called  on  to  pay  over  what 
they  so  received  on  the  Administratrix  account  until  the  private 
account  had  been  first  discharged,  unless  by  some  person  having 
some  better  equity  of  which  the  Bank  had  notice.  Of  course  the 
Bank  had  notice  of  one  such  equity  from  the  very  nature  of  the 
case,  viz.,  that  the  moneys  so  paid  in  were  assets  of  the  Intestate's 
estate,  and  might,  therefore,  be  followed,  if  necessary,  by  the  Cre- 
ditors of  the  deceased,  and  by  the  other  next  of  kin  beneficially 
entitled.    But  no  such  claim  has  been  made  by  either  Creditors 

Vou  IV.  3  2  Z 


S8Q  OASES  IN  THE  PBIVT  00T7NGIL.  [L.  IL 

J.  0.       or  next  of  kin  as  sach,  and  it  is  abundantly  clear  and  is  admitted 

1878        that  there  are  other  assets  forthcoming  far  more  than  sufficient  to 

xi^        answer  all  their  claims,  and  that  the  overdrafts  of  Mrs.  Aitkin  are 

LoHDOir     xnuch  less  than  her  distributive  share   of  the  net  residue.    It 
UBAsnmo 

Ba»k  ov     would  appear  clear,  therefore,  that  the  Bank  had  so  far  the  right  of 

9.  retainer  claimed  by  them. 
LnmiKiis.  j^  appears,  however,  that  on  the  occasion  of  her  marriage,  and 
before  the  date  of  her  Letter,  she  had  by  marriage  Settlement 
settled  her  share  of  the  residuary  estate  upon  trusts  under  which 
several  of  the  Respondents  claimed  to  have  a  preferable  right  to 
that  share,  including  all  her  right  and  interest  to  and  in  the 
deposits  of  £8,000  and  £6,000. 

But,  unless  the  Bank  had  notice  of  that  Settlement^  they  can- 
not be  affected  thereby  so  as  to  deprive  them  of  their  right  to 
retain  moneys  deposited  with  them  under  the  circumstances  above 
stated.  There  is  a  contest  of  fact  as  to  whether,  the  Bank  had  or 
had  not  such  notice,  the  Manager  deposing  that  he  never  heard  of 
it,  the  Husband,  on  the  other  hand,  deposing  that  it  was  distinctly 
mentioned  to  him  at  the  interview  when  the  liCtter  was  signed, 
and  with  reference  to  the  arrangements  then  .made.  In  this 
conflict  of  oath  against  oath,  it  would  be  impossible  to  hold  that 
the  fact  of  notice  (the  onus  of  proving  which  lies  on  the  Bespon- 
dents)  had  been  made  out^  and  the  probabilities  arising  from  the 
surrounding  circumstances  and  the  transaction  itself  are  in  favour 
of  the  Manager's  statement  and  not  the  Husband's.  And  this 
might  be  sufficient  to  dispose  of  the  case  so  far  as  regards  the 
right  to  the  £14,000  now  retained. 

But  it  is  not  satisfactory  to  dispose  of  a  case  merely  on  the 
balance  of  such  conflicting  testimony,  especially  as  in  the  aigih 
ments  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Colony  and  here  the  case  of 
the  Bank  has  been  very  much  put  on  their  rights  derived  under 
the  Settlement  itself. 

By  that  Settlement  it  was  agreed — 

''  Thaif  in  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement^  and  in  considera- 
tion of  the  said  intended  marriage,  and  of  five  shillings,  she,  the 
said  Anne  Toung  Ware,  with  the  privity  and  consent  of  the  said 
James  William  Manifold  Aitkin,  assigned  to  the  Trustees  the 
dower  and  estate,  or  right  and  title  to  Dower,  which  the  BBddAwM 
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Tcunff  Ware  hath  op  is  or  may  be  entitled  to,  or  which  may  J.O. 
hereafter  be  assigned  to  her,  in  and  out  of  all  and  singular  or  isrs 
any  part  of  the  real  estate  of  which  the  said  Jeremiah  Oeorge  ^f^ 
Ware^  deceased,  was  seised,  or  to  which  he  was  beneficially  entitled  r^^^^ 
at  the  time  of  his  decease :  And  all  income  or  share  of  rental  or  Bank  ov 
produce  which  is  now  due,  or  which  may  hereafter  become  due  and 
payable,  or  be  assigned  to  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware,  as  or  in 
respect  of  her  said  Dower  or  right  of  Dower:  And  all  the 
estate,  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware  into 
and  out  of  the  same  real  estate,  and  all  benefit  and  advantage 
thereof,  To  have,  hold,  receive,  and  take  the  said  Dower,  estate, 
or  right  and  title  of  or  to  Dower  and  income,  share  of  rental,  and 
moneys  in  trust  for  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware,  her  Executors, 
Administrators,  and  Assigns,  until  the  said  intended  marriage: 
And  from  and  after  the  solemnization  thereof,  upon  trust,  during 
the  life  of  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware,  to  pay  all  moneys,  rents  or 
income  which  may  come  to  the  hands  of  such  Trustees  or 
Trustee  under  or  in  respect  of  the  said  conveyance  and  assign- 
ment of  Dower  or  estate,  right  or  title  of  dower  hereinbefore  con- 
tained unto  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware^  for  her  sole  and  separate 
use  and  benefit,  exclusively  and  independently  of  her  Husband  for 
the  time  being,  and  without  being  in  any  manner  subject  to  his 
debts,  control,  interference,  or  engagements :  And  the  receipts  of 
the  said  Anne  Young  Ware  alone  shall,  notwithstanding  her 
coverture,  be  sufficient  discharge  for  the  said  moneys,  rents,  or 
income,  and  she  shall  not  have  power  to  dispose  or  deprive  herself 
of  the  benefit  thereof  by  way  of  anticipation :  And  upon  the 
death  of  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware,  all  moneys,  rents  or  income 
which  may  have  accrued  or  become  due  or  payable  in  respect  of 
such  dower  of  her,  the  said  Anne  Young^  Ware,  as  aforesaid,  and 
which  may  not  have  been  received  in  her  lifetime  by  the  Trustees 
or  Trustee  for  the  time  being  under  these  presents,  shall  be  held 
by  them,  upon  trust  for  such  person  or  persons,  in  such  manner 
and  for  such  purposes,  as  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware  shall, 
notwithstanding  coverture,  by  any  Deed  or  Deeds,  with  or  without 
power  of  revocation  and  new  appointment^  or  by  Will  or  Codicil, 
from  time  to  time  appoint :  And  in  default  of  and  subject  to 
every  or  any  such  appointment  as  aforesaid,  in  trust  for  the 
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J.  0.       Executorg  or  Administrators  of  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware  absolutely 

1873       as  part  of  her  personal  estate :     And  Anne  Young  Ware,  with  the 

^Ji^        privity  and  consent  of  the  said  Jamea  William  Manifold  Aitkin, 

LoNDOH      assigned  all  that  the  one  equal  third  part  or  share,  and  all  other 
Chabtersd  °  ^  ^ 

Bans  of     the  share  and  interest  to  which  as  tlie  Widow  of  the  said  Jeremiah 

Oeorge  Ware,  deceased,  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware  is  entitled  out 
of,  in,  and  to  all  singular  the  personal  estate  of  the  said  Jeremiah 
George  Ware,  howsoever  constituted  or  invested,  and  of  and  in  the 
moneys  which  have  arisen,  or  which  may  arise,  by  the  sale  and 
conversion  into  money  of  the  said  personal  estate  of  the  said 
Jeremiah  Oeorge  TFai-e,  deceased,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  the 
corresponding  share  to  which  the  said  Anne  Young  TFare  is  entitled, 
or  the  income  produced  by  such  personal  estate  in  the  meantime, 
and  until  the  same  shall  be  sold  and  conyerted  into  money; 
and  also  the  share  to  which  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware  is  or  may 
be  entitled,  of  and  in  the  net  profits  arising  from  the  use  and 
employment  of  the  said  personal  estate  since  the  decease  of  the 
said  Jeremiah  Oeorge  Ware,  to  hold  the  said  parts  or  shares,  and 
premises  lastly  hereinbefore  assigned  unto  the  said  William 
Oeorge  Lempriere  and  William  MaeBdbie,  their  Executors,  Adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  in  trust  for  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware,  her 
Executors,  Administrators,  and  Assigns,  until  the  said  intended 
marriage;  and  after  the  solemnization  thereof,  upon  trust  that 
the  said  William  Oeorge  Lempriire  and  William  MaeBdbie  and 
other  the  Trustees  and  Trustee  for  the  time  being  acting  under 
these  presents,  shall,  with  and  out  of  any  principal  moneys  which 
may  come  to  their  or  his  hands  or  hand  by  virtue  of  the  assign- 
ment lastly  hereinbefore  contained,  in  the  first  place  appropriate 
and  set  apart  the  sum  of  fifteen  thousand  pounds,  and  do  and 
shall  pay,  transfer,  assign,  or  otherwise  dispose  of  the  said  sum  of 
fifteen  thousand  pounds,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  and  the 
stocks,  funds,  and  securities  in  or  upon  which  the  same  sum  or 
any  part  thereof  jnay,  for  the  time  being,  be  invested,  and  the 
dividends,  interest,  and  annual  produce  thereof,  or  any  part  of  the 
same  respectively,  to  such  person  or  persons,  upon  such  trusts,  for 
such  intents  and  purposes,  and  in  such  manner  as  the  said  Anns 
Young  Ware,  notwithstanding  her  said  intended  coverture,  by  any 
Peed  or  Peeds,  with  or  withoi^t  power  of  revocation  and  new 
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appointment,  or  by  Will  or  Codicil,  shall,  from  time  to  time,  direct       J.  a 
or  appoint :  And  in  default  of  and  until  such  direction  or  appoint-       1873 
ment,  and  so  far  as  any  such  direction  or  appointment,  if  incom-        '^ 
plete,  shall  not  extend  to,  and  shall  during  the  joint  lives  of  the     Lo^'dos' 
said  Anne  Young  Ware  and  James  WtUiam  Manifold  Aitkin  pay,     Bank  of 
apply,  and  dispose  of  the  said  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  pro-  «. 

duce  of  the  said  sum  of  fifteen  thousand  pounds,  or  of  the  stocks, 
funds,  or  securities  in  or  upon  which  the  same  may  be  invested, 
into  the  proper  hands  of  her,  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware^  for  her 
own  sole  and  separate  use  and  benefit,  exclusively  and  inde- 
pendently  of  her  said  intended  Husband,  and  without  being  in  any 
wise  subject  to  his  debts,  control,  interference,  or  engagements ; 
and  from  and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  either  of  them  the 
said  Anne  Young  Ware  and  James  William  Manifold  AitJcin,  the 
said  sum  of  fifteen  thousand  pounds,  and  the  stocks,  funds,  and 
securities  upon  which  the  same  sum  or  any  part  thereof  shall  for 
the  time  being  be  invested,  and  the  dividends,  interest,  and 
annual  produce  thereof  respectively  as  shall  have  been  iinap- 
pointed  and  undisposed  of  by  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware  shall 
remain  and  be  upon  the  trusts  following,  that  is  to  say,  if  the  said 
Anne  Young  Ware  shall  survive  the  said  James  William  Manifold 
Aitkin,  in  trust  for  the  said  Anne  Young  Ware,  her  Executors, 
Administrator,  atid  Assigns,  for  her  and  their  absolute  use  and 
benefit;  but  if  the  said  James  WHltam  Manifold  Aitkin  should 
survive  the  ssiid  Anne  Young  Ware,  then  in  trust  for  the  Executors 
and  Administrators  of  the  said  Anne  Yowig  Ware  as  part  of  her 
personal  estate.** 

It  is  admitted  by  all  the  adult  Defendants,  that  Mrs.  AUkin^s 
share  is  much  more  than  the  £15,000  mentioned  in  the  Settlement, 
and  as  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  infant  Defendant  the  question 
raised  and  argued  is,  which  has  the  better  right,  the  Bank  as 
Creditors,  or  the  infant  as  appointee  under  Mrs.  AUkitCs  Will,  she 
having  by  her  Will  appointed  the  same  between  her  Husband 
and  her  children.  * 

On  the  part  of  the  Bank  it  was  contended  that,  whether  the 
Settlement  was  known  to  both  parties,  or  was  only  known  to  the 
Husband  and  Wife,  the  Letter  must  be  considered  to  have  been 
written  honestly  and  with  the  intention  of  binding  the  deposits  to 
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J.  0.       the  extent  of  any  interest  which  it  was  then  in  her  power  to 
1873        charge  at  law  or  in  equity.    The  words  in  that  Letter  "  secured  by 
*5^       my  administration  deposits  in  your  hands,"  must  have  the  same 
Chj^timd  coiistruction  and  efiFect  as  if  the  Letter  had  gone  on  to  say,  "  so  fiar 
Bank  of    as  I  have  power  to  charge  them."    She  had,  at  that  moment, 
V.         power,  by  Deed  or  Will,  to  charge  them  to  the  full  extent  of  the 
amount  of  her  dower,  and  of  the  £15,000,  and  it  is  contended, 
and  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  the  Letter  being  in  &vour 
of  Purchasers  for  value  is  a  sufficient  and  substantial,  though 
informal,   execution  of   the  Lady's  power  under  the  marriage 
Settlement,  and  as  to  every  thing  which  she  had  power  to  disp(^ 
of  by  Deed  thereunder,  and  so  that  the  claim  of  the  Bank  would 
be  paramount  to  the  claims  of  any  persons  under  her  Will.     But 
it  was  very  much  pressed  by  the  Counsel  for  the  Respondents  that 
no  such  case  was  made  by  the  Bill,  and  no  such  issue  raised  as  that 
of  the  right  to  have  an  informal  execution  of  a  power  suppUed  in 
equity.   The  facts,  however,  being  all  stated,  the  Letter  of  charge, 
the  Settlement,  and  the  Will,  the  fact  that  the  particular  head  of 
equity  under  which  the  PlaintiflTs  claim  is  not  distinctly  charged 
does  not  appear  to  raise  any  very  serious  difficulty. 

The  issue  is  not  one  of  fact ;  it  is  a  conclusion  of  equity. 
But,  as  it  is  true,  that  this  view  of  the  case  is  not  in  terms  pre- 
sented by  the  Bill,  and  does  not  appear  to  have  been  considered  in 
the  Colony,  their  Lordships  have  thought  it  right  to  consider  the 
questions  which  appear  to  have  been  argued  and  disposed  of  in 
the  Supreme  Court,  and  which  may,  in  fact,  have  a  material 
bearing  on  the  rights  of  the  Defendants  inter  se. 
The  Bank  made  and  make  the  following  case : — 
We  are,  they  say.  Creditors  of  a  married  lady  having  a  separate 
estate,  and  a  power  for  our  purpose  equivalent  to  a  separate  estate ; 
and  the  Lady  haviug  exercised  that  power  by  Will  in  favour  of 
volunteers,  we  the  Bank  are  entitled  to  be  paid  our  debts  out  of 
the  moneys  appointed  in  priority  to  the  volunteers. 

The  PlaintiflEs  rely  on  the  law  as  laid  down  by  the  Lord  Justice 
Turner  in  Johnson  v.  Oallaffher  (1).     He  there  says  that, 

"  Since  the  case  of  Jones  v.  Harris  (2)  there  is  not,  so  far  as  I 
am  aware,  any  case  opposed  in  any  degree  to  the  doctrine  of  the 
(])  3  D.  F.  &  J.  613.  (2)  9  Ves.  493. 
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separate  estate  being  liable  for  general  engagements,  except  the  J.  a 
case  of  AguUar  v.  AguUar  (1),  which  followed  Jmea  v.  Harri$  (2),  isrs 
and  the  dicta  of  Sir  John  Leach  in  Oreaffey  y.  Noble  (S),  and  Shuirt  "^ 
V,  Lord  Kirkwall  (4) ;  and,  on  the  contrary,  the  cases  of  Murray  ^^^^ 
V.  Barlee  (5),  Owens  v.  Dickson  (6),  Burke  v-  Tuite  (7),  Vauffhan  Bank  of 
V.  Vanderaieffen  (8),  and  WriffJU  v,  Cfcari  (9),  contain  very  de-  _  ''"^"^ 
cisiye  dicta  in  fayour  of  such  liability.  The  weight  of  authority, 
therefore,  seems  to  me  to  be  in  fayour  of  the  liability.  I  think, 
too,  that  the  principle  on  which  all  the  cases  proceed,  that  a  mar- 
ried woman  in  respect  of  her  separate  estate  is  to  be  considered  as 
Sk/eme  sole,  is  also  in  fayour  of  it ;  and  upon  the  whole,  therefore, 
I  haye  come  to  the  conclusion  that  not  only  the  bonds,  bills,  and 
promissory  notes  of  married  women,  but  also  their  general  engage- 
ments, may  affect  their  separate  estates,  except  as  the  Statute  of 
Frauds  may  interfere  where  the  separate  property  is  real  estate. 
I  am  not  prepared,  howeyer,  to  go  the  length  of  saying  that  the 
separate  estate  will,  in  all  cases,  be  affected  by  a  mere  general 
engagement.  The  cases  of  Jones  y.  Harris  and  AguUar  y.  AguUar 
shew  that  the  engagement  which,  if  the  married  woman  was  a 
feme  sole,  the  law  would  create  for  repayment  of  the  consideration 
of  a  yoid  annuity,  would  not  affect  it  It  seems  to  follow  that  to 
affect  the  separate  estate  there  must  be  something  more  than  the 
mere  obligation  which  the  law  would  create  in  the  case  of  a  single 
woman.  What  that  something  more  may  be  must,  I  think,  depend 
in  each  case  upon  the  circumstances.  What  might  affect  the  sepa- 
rate estate  in  the  case  of  a  married  woman  liying  separate  from 
her  Husband,  might  not,  as  I  apprehend,  affect  it*  in  the  case  of  a 
married  woman  liying  with  her  Husband.  What  might  bind  the 
separate  estate  if  the  credit  be  giyen  to  the  married  woman,  would 
not,  as  I  conceiye,  bind  it  if  the  credit  be  not  so  giyen.  The  yery 
term  'general  engagement^'  when  applied  to  a  married  woman, 
seems  to  import  something  more  than  mere  contract,  for  neither 
in  Law  nor  in  Equity  can  a  married  woman  be  bound  by  contract 
merely :  Aylett  y.  Ashton  (10).  According  to  the  best  opinion  which 

CD  5  Madd.  414.  (6)  Or.  &  P.  48. 

(2)  9  Ves.  493.  (7)  19  Ir.  L.  Rep.  (Eq.)  467. 

(3)  3  Madd.  79.  (8)  2  Drew.  165,  289,  263,  408. 

(4)  Ibid.  387.  (9)  4  Dww,  673. 

(5)  3  M.  &  K.  209.  (10)  1  My.  &  Cr.  105, 
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J.O.        I  can  form  of  a  question  of  so  much  difficulty,  I  think  that,  in 

1878        order  to  bind  the  separate  estate  by  a  general  engagement,  it 

^^       should  appear  that  the  engagement  was  made  with  reference  to 

^^NDoir     aiid  xipon  the  faith  or  credit  of  that  estate,  and  that  whether  it 

Bahk  of     was  so  or  not  is  a  question  to  be  judged  of  by  this  Court  upon  all 

V.         the  circumstances  of  the  case The  separate  estates  of 

^^""^^^'^  married  women  being  thus  far  bound  by  their  debts,  obligations,  and 
engagements,  it  has  n^xt  become  a  question  how  far  those  debts, 
obligations,  and  engagements  affect  the  corpus  of  the  property 
where  the  married  woman  has  a  limited  interest  only,  as,  for  instance, 
a  life  estate  with  a  power  of  appointment.  The  cases  on  this  sub- 
ject may,  as  it  seems  to  me,  well  be  classed  under  three  heads ; 
first,  where  the  power  of  appointment  has  been  general,  by  deei 
or  writing,  or  by  will ;  secondly,  where  it  has  been  by  will  only, 
^  and  the  power  has  been  exercised;  and,  thirdly,  where  there 
has  been  a  limitation  in  defiftult  of  appointment,  and  the  power 
has  not  been  exercised.  In  cases  falling  under  the  third  class 
there  cannot,  as  it  seems  to  me,  be  any  reasonable  doubt  that  the 
debts  and  engagements  of  the  married  woman  cannot  prevail 
against  the  parties  entitled  in  default  of  appointment,  and  the 
case  of  Nail  v.  Punter  (I)  impliedly  decides  that  point.  In  cases 
falling  under  the  second  class,  where  the  power  of  appointment  is 
by  Will  only,  and  has  been  exercised,  but  not  for  creditors,  the 
authorities  do  not  appear  to  me  to  be  consistent.  In  Norton  v. 
TurviU  (2),  as  explained  in  Sockett  v.  Wray  (3),  the  exerdae  of 
the  power  by  the  will  of  the  married  woman  seems  to  have  been 
held  to  let  in  a  bond-creditor  against  the  appointees  under  the 
will ;  and  in  Huffhes  v.  WeUs  (4),  I  seem  to  have  intimated  that 
this  might  be  the  effect  of  the  exercise  of  the  power,  as  in  other 
cases  of  the  exercise  of  the  general  power  of  appointment  by  will, 
and  certainly  not  upon  the  ground  that  power  is  property.  But 
the  Vice-chancellor  Kinderdey^  in  whose  judgment  I  have  quite 
as  much  confidence  as  in  my  own,  seems  to  have  dissented  from 
Sughes  v.  WdU  in  the  case  of  Vaughan  v.  Vanderstegen  (5),  and  I 
observe  that  Sir  William  Qrant  has  treated  the  point  as  doubtful 

(1)  5  Sim.  565.  (3)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  483. 

(2)  2  P.  Wms.  144,  (4)  9  Hare,  749. 

(5)  2  Drew.  165. 
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in  HeaUey  y.  Thomas  (1).    I  say  no  more,  therefore,  upon  this       J.  a 
point  than  that  it  may  be  considered  as  open.    Bat  in  cases       1873 
falling  nnder  the  first  class,  where  the  power  of  appointment  has        j^^ 
been  by  Deed,  or  writing,  or  Will,  the  Courts  have  certainly  held   o^[^^^ 
the  corpus  of  the  property  to  be  subject  to  the  debts  and  engage-     Bank  ov 
ments  of  the  married  woman." 

It  is  said,  indeed,  that  the  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  did  not 
concur  with  his  colleague,  and  that  Lord  St.  Leonards  has  expressed 
an  opinion,  that  the  Lord  Justice  Knight  Braces  view  was  the  more 
correct  It  will  be  observed,  however,  that  the  point  of  difference 
was  as  to  whether  a  general  engagement  could  create  the  obliga- 
tion— and  not  at  all  as  to  the  second  point,  as  to  how  far  the  obli- 
gation,  if  it  exists,  binds  the  corpus  of  property  subject  to  a  power 
of  appointment  in  the  married  woman. 

The  term  **  general  engagement "  is  an  ambiguous  and  mislead- 
ing one.  If  it  is  meant  merely  to  say,  that  goods  sold  to  a  married 
woman  in  the  ordinary  course  of  domestic  life,  that  contracts 
expressed  to  be  made  by  her  in  respect  of  property  not  her  separate 
estate,  e.g.^  for  buying  or  selling,  or  letting  or  hiring,  a  House,  do 
not  necessarily  impose  a  liability  to  be  satisfied  out  of  the  separate 
estate  which  she  may  happen  to  have,  in  that  sense,  and  to  that 
extent,  the  proposition  that  her  separate  estate  is  not  liable  to  her 
general  engagements  is  quite  accurate.  But  that  does  not  a£fect 
the  rule  as  laid  down  by  Lord  Justice  Tum^  as  to  general  engage- 
ments, as  to  which  it  appears  that  they  were  made  with  reference 
to  and  upon  the  faith  or  credit  of  the  separate  estate.  It  will  be 
useful  to  refer  to  Lord  Langdale's  expressions,  in  TuUett  v.  Arm* 
strong  (2),  quoted  by  the  Lord  Justice  Turner  in  Johnson  v.  OaU 
higher  (3) : 

"  It  is  perfectly  clear,  that  when  a  woman  has  property  settled 
to  her  separate  use,  she  may  bind  that  property  without  distinctly 
stating  that  she  intends  to  do  so.  She  may  enter  into  a  Bond,  bill, 
promissory  note,  or  other  obligation,  which,  considering  her  state 
as  a  married  woman,  could  only  be  satisfied  by  means  of  her  sepa- 
rate estate,  and  therefore  the  inference  is  conclusive  that  there  was 
an  intention,  and  a  clear  one,  on  her  part  that  her  separate  estate, 
which  would  be  the  only  means  of  satisfying  the  obligation  into 
(I)  15  Ves.  596.  ^2)  4  Beav.  319.  (3)  3  D.  F.  &  J.  515. 
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J.  0.       vhich  she  entered,  should  be  bound.    Again,  I  apprehend  it  to  be 

1S73        clear  that  where  a  married  woman  having  separate  estate,  bat  not 

rpjjg        knowing  perfectly  the  nature  of  her  interest,  executes  an  instra- 

London     ment  by  which  she  plainly  shows  an  intention  to  bind  the  interest 

Bank  of     which  bebngs  to  her,  then,  though  she  may  make  a  mistake  as  to 

the  extent  of  the  estate  vested  in  her,  the  law  will  say  that  such 

estate  as  she  may  have  shall  be  bound  by  her  own  act "  (1). 

It  would  be  very  inconvenient  that  a  married  woman  with  a 
large  separate  property  should  not  be  able  to  employ  a  Solicitor, 
or  a  Surveyor,  or  a  Builder,  or  Tradesman,  or  hire  Labourers  or 
servants,  and  very  unjust,  if  she  did,  that  they  should  have  no 
remedy  against  such  separate  property. 

It  is  true,  that  in  ShaUoek  v.  ShaOoek  (2)  the  Master  of  the  Bolls 
expressly  overruled  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Justice  Turner^  and 
held,  that  even  a  promissory  note  given  by  a  married  woman  living 
separate  and  apart  from  her  Husband,  and  having  property  settled 
to  her  separate  use  for  life,  with  a  power  to  appoint  the  same  by 
Deed  or  Will,  and  appointing  it  by  Will,  was  not  a  debt  payable 
out  of  the  property  so  appointed.  In  that  judgment  he  bases  his 
dissent  from  the  Lord  Justice  Turner  on  the  ground^  that  the  autho- 
rities cited  by  the  latter  do  not  warrant  his  conclusion. 

Their  Lordships  are  not  able  to  concur  in  that  view  of  the  autho- 
rities,  and  have  arrived  at  the  conclusion,  that  Lord  Justice 
Tur7ier*8  judgment  is  expressed  with  his  usual  accuracy. 

One  of  the  cases,  HeaUey  v.  Thomas  (3),  when  carefully  exa- 
mined, is  a  direct  authority  for  the  Lord  Justice's  proposition. 
There,  a  Bond  creditor  of  the  married  woman  sought  payment  out 
of  property  appointed  by  her  Will.  A  doubt  was  raised  in  that 
case  on  the  true  construction  of  the  Settlement,  as  to  whether  it  did 
in  fact  give  her  a  power  of  disposal  by  Deed  or  otherwise  inter  vivas 
as  well  as  by  Will,  and  that  doubt  being  resolved  in  the  afSrma- 
tive,  the  Plaintiff  obtained  the  decree  sought  for  by  him.  Sir 
William  Qrant'a  observations  are  these: — 

^'  The  question  is,  whether  this  was  separate  property  to  all 
intents  and  purposes.  In  Sookett  v.  Wray  (4),  Lord  Alvanley  did  not 
consider  a  married  woman  who  had  only  a  power  of  appointment  by 

(1)  3  D.  F.  &  J.  615.  (3)  15  Yes.  696. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  2  Eq.  182.  (4)  4  Bro.  C.  0.  488. 
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Will,  as  having  separate  property ;  distinguishing  that  case  from       J.  0. 
Norton  v.  TurviU  (1),  where  the  creditor  was  allowed  to  resort  to        1878 
the  separate  property  after  the  death  of  the  wife,  as  she  had  a        thb 
power  of  appointing  either  by  Deed  or  Will.  *  Upon  the  question  q^^^j^ 
in  Soekett  v.  Wray  (2),  whether  the  wife  could  give  the  property    ^^^  <>» 
to  her  Husband,  Lord  Alvardey  held  that  she  could  not ;  that  she  ^     «. 
could  not  aflfect  it  in  any  way  but  by  a  revocable  instrument ;  and 
the  Bond  was  an  instrument  not  revocable.    If  this  was  absolute 
separate  property  in  Mrs.  Johnson^  upon  the  Plaintiff's  cohstruction 
of  the  Deed,  that  takes  it  out  of  the  case  of  Soekett  v.  Wray  (2), 
and  brings  it  to  that  of  Hulme  v.  Tenant  (3)." 

In  that  case  it  is  obvious,  that  Sir  WiUiam  Orani  considered 
that  property  settled  to  a  married  woman's  separate  use  for  lifo, 
with  power  to  dispose  of  it  by  Deed  or  Will,  was,  in  effect,  separate 
property.  That  case  was  in  one  respect  a  strong  one,  as  there  was 
no  gift  over  except  in  the  event  of  her  dying  in  her  Husband']^  life- 
time. She  survived  him,  and,  therefore,  irrespective  of  the  settle- 
ment, became  again  possessed  of  the  property  in  her  original 
right ;  so  that  upon  the  death  of  her  Husband  the  property  stood 
settled  to  herself  for  life,  remainder  as  she  should  by  Deed  or  Will 
appoint,  remainder  to  herself  absolutely.  But  having  property 
over  which  at  the  time  of  making  the  Bond,  she  had  absolute 
power  of  disposition  notwithsttmding  her  coverture,  the  Bond  by 
which,  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  she  had  bound  herself,  was 
decreed  to  be  satisfied  out  of  it. 

In  the  present  case  it  is  to  be  noted,  that  the  gift  is  to  the 
married  woman  for  her  separate  use  for  life,  with  remainder,  as 
she  should,  notwithstanding  her  coverture,  by  Deed  or  Will 
appoint,  with  remainder  to  her  Executors  or  Administrators. 
Their  Lordships  are  satisfied,  that  on  the  weight  of  authority  and 
on  principle  they  ought  to  treat  this  as  what  in  common  sense, 
and  to  common  apprehension,  it  would  be,  an  absolute  gift  to  the 
sole  and  separate  use  of  the  Lady.  The  words  are  an  expansion 
and  expression  of  what  would  be  implied  in  the  word  ^'  sole  and 
separate  use ;"  and  they  conceive  themselves  at  liberty  to  hold 
that  such  a  form  of  gift  to  a  married  woman,  without  any  restraint 

(1)  2  P.  Wms.  144.  (2)  4  Bro.  0.  0.  483. 

(3;  1  Bro.  0.  0. 16. 
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J.  a        on  anticipation,  vests,  in  equity,  the  entire  corpus  in  her  for  all 

1878        pnrposeSi  as  fully  as  a  similar  gift  to  a  man  would  vest  it  in  him. 

Thb  Tj^  the  Supreme  Court  of  Victoria  the  question  appears  to  baye 

CHARnEm)   ^^^  discussed  and  determined  mainly  on  the  applicability  or 

Bank  OF     non-applicability  of  the  case  of  Vaughan  v.  Vanderstegen  {l)^ 

V.         which  it  is  necessary,  therefore,  to  consider.     In  that  case  the 

EMPMKBa.    jj^g^jri^  woman  had  only  power  to  appoint  by  Will.    The  Yice- 

Chancellor  held,  that  a  Creditor  was  not  entitled  to  be  paid  out 

of  property  appointed  by  such  Will,  but  on  a  second  hearing 

held,  that  where  a  fraud  had  been  practised  on  the  Creditor,  he 

was  so  entitled.    His  reasoning  was  shortly  this :  the  fraud  created 

au  equitable  demand  which  would  have  been  enforced  against 

auy  property  of  the  married  woman,  and  that  being  so,  it  would, 

like  a  man's  debt,  be  payable  not  only  out  of  her  own  assets,  but 

in  aid  of  them  out  of  any  property  which  she  had  a  general  power 

to  appoint,  and  had  actually  appointed. 

It  is  not  easy  to  see  on  what  principle  the  fraud  could  alter  the 
nature  of  the  property  subject  to  appointment  or  affect  the  ap- 
pointees. It  is  easy  to  see  how  fraud  might  make  that  a  debt 
to  which  the  married  woman  would  be  in  equity  liable  notwith- 
standing her  coverture,  and  that  there  being  such  a  liability  or 
debt,  equity  would  deal  with  any  property  to  which  she  was,  not- 
withstanding coverture,  absolutely  entitled,  and  any  property  over 
which  she  had  a  general  power  of  appointment,  exactly  as  it 
would  do  in  the  case  of  a  man  or  feme  sole  dying  indebted. 
Given  the  relation  of  Debtor  and  Creditor  in  equity,  all  the  con- 
sequences of  such  relation  would  appear  to  follow  just  as  if  there 
were  no  coverture  in  the  case. 

But  the  case  of  Vaughan  v.  Vandersieffen  was  before  the  Lord 
Justice  Turner  in  Johnson  v.  QaUagher  (2),  and  it  was  with  the  full 
knowledge  of  that  case,  and  after  having  had  the  advantage  of 
well  weighing  the  judgment  of  Vice-Chancellor  Kinderdey,  that 
the  Lord  Justice  Turner  laid, down  the  propositions  which  have 
been  previously  cited,  and  the  concurrence  of  their  Lordships 
with  which  has  been  above  stated. 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships,  therefore,  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary for  the  Plaintiff  to  make  out  a  case  of  fraud.    All  that  was 
(1)  2  Drew.  165,  363.  (2)  3  D.  F.  &  J.  515. 
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necessary  was  to  shew  that  the  married  woman  intended  to  con-        J.O. 

tract  so  as  to  make  herself,  that  is  to  eay,  her  separate  property,        1873 

the  Debtor,  and  npon  the  facts  of  this  case  that  does  not  appear        thb 

to  be  open  to  any  substantial  doubt.     Assuming  for  the  moment  OHABraRKD 

that  the  Letter  did  not  operate  as  a  defective  execution  of  her    P^^  ^^ 

^  ,  Australia. 

power,  it  at  all  events  shewed  unequivocally  that  she  contracted 
that  her  interest  in  the  Intestate's  estate,  t .«.,  her  separate  property, 
should  be  liable  to  the  debt. 

In  the  Supreme  Court  it  was  considered  sufScient  to  say,  that 
the  case  was  based  entirely  on  fraud,  and  that  the  fraud  not  being 
proved,  the  Bill  ought  to  be  dismissed  with  costs.  Their  Lord- 
ships agree  that  the  fraud  was  not  proved.  They  are  satisfied  that 
the  non-mention  of  the  Settlement  (if  it  was  not  mentioned)  was 
perfectly  honest  The  Lady  and  her  Husband  well  knew  that  what 
she  had  reserved  to  herself  would  be  an  ample  security  for  any- 
thing which  she  was  likely  to  overdraw  pending  the  winding-up  of 
the  estate,  which  probably  was  protracted  for  many  more  years 
than  they  contemplated,  and  the  Lady  and  her  Husband  (as  their 
Lordships  are  satisfied)  honestly  intended  to  give,  and  did  give, 
that  ample  security. 

It  may  be  right,  in  order  to  avoid  any  possible  misapprehension 
of  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  C!ourt,  to  say  a  few  words  on  the 
effect  of  a  charge  of  fraud  made  and  not  proved.  If  the  case  is 
based  on  the  fraud,  the  failure  to  prove  it  must  be,  like  the  failure 
to  prove  any  other  essential  ingredient,  fatal.  But  if  striking  out 
the  charge  of  fraud  there  is  sufficient  equity  stated  and  proved,  if,  as 
in  this  case,  the  fraud  is  thrown  in  by  way  of  subsidiary  answer  to 
the  counter-case  of  the  Defendants,  it  is  a  matter  only  affecting  costs. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  on  each  of  the  several 
grounds  stated  above,  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  substantially  to  the 
relief  asked  in  the  second  and  third  paragraph  of  the  Bill. 

The  injunction  asked  was  probably  not  necessary,  as  it  is  difficult 
to  see  how  any  action  at  law  could  be  sustained  ;  but  it  was  how- 
ever proper,  as  the  action  at  law  could  not  have  properly  tried  the 
real  questions  between  the  parties,  which  were  as  to  their  re- 
spective priorities  over  the  separate  trust  estate  of  a  feme  covert. 
As  to  the  costs  of  the  proceedings,  of  course,  the  costs  paid  by 
the  Plaintiff  must  be  repaid  to  him.    As  to  his  own  costs  their 
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J.  0.       Lordships  are  of  opmion,  having  regard  to  the  nature  of  the  suit 
1878       and  claim,  that  the  proper  Order  will  be,  that  they  should  add  their 
Thi        costs  to  their  debt.    Their  Lordships  will,  therefore,  humbly  re^ 
^j^^^^  commend  to  Her  Majesty  as  follows :— That  the  Orders  of  the 
Baitk  op     Supreme  Court  of  Victoria  ought  to  be  discharged,  and  in  lieu 
V.         thereof  a  declaration  made  that  the  share  to  which  Anne  Toung 
"'^^  ^^  Aiikin  (formerly  Ware)  was  entitled  as  Widow  of  the  Intestate 
in  his  personal  estate,  to  the  extent  of  the  £15,000  mentioned 
in  the  Settlement,  and  the  moneys  payable  in  respect  of  her 
Dower  in  his  real  estate,  are  liable  to  make  good  the  sum  due  to 
the  Plaintiff,  with  interest  as  aforesaid  in  respect  of  the  said  over- 
draft.   And  that  until  such  overdraft  is  fully  paid,  the  Plaintiff 
has  a  lien  upon  and  is  entitled  to  retain  the  said  deposits  of 
£8,000  and  £6,000,  as  representing  pari  of  the  sum  of  £15,000,  as 
security  for  the  same. 

That  an  account  be  taken  of  what  was  due  in  respect  of  the 
overdraft  in  the  Bill  mentioned  for  principal  and  interest  up  to 
the  time  when  the  deposited  sums  of  £8,000  and  £6,000  were 
carried  to  a  suspense  account,  and  a  like  account  of  principal  and 
interest  on  those  sums  up  to  the  same  date,  and  the  balance  at 
that  date,  ascertained.  That  the  taxed  costs  of  the  Plaintiff  of 
the  suit  in  the  Courts  below  and  of  this  appeal  be  added  to  or  set 
off  against  such  balance  as  the  case  may  be.  Any  balance  due 
from  the  Bank  to  be  paid  to  the  legal  personal  representative  of 
Mrs.  Aitkin;  and  as  to  any  balance  due  to  the  Bank,  they  are  to 
be  at  liberty  to  apply,  as  they  may  be  advised,  in  the  administra- 
tion suit,  for  payment  out  of  her  share  of  the  Intestate's  estate,  to 
the  extent  of  the  said  sum  of  £15,000  and  the  arrears  of  Dower. 
And  the  decree  is  to  be  without  prejudice,  as  to  how,  as  between 
the  persons  interested  under  the  Settlement  and  Will,  and  as 
respects  any  other  estate  of  Mrs.  AUkin,  the  debt  of  the  Bank 
ought  to  be  borne. 

That  the  costs  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  to  any  parties  be  repaid  to 
him. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Freshfields, 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents:   Messrs.  Murray  dt  JButehins; 
Messrs.  Sladen  dt  Mackenzie,  and  Messrs.  Wadeson  dt  MaHeson. 
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OUE  SO VEREIGlSr  LADY  THE  QUEEN  .    .    Appellant;        J.o.' 

AND  1873 

EDWARD  COOTE Respondent.    Mar6Mi. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR  THE 
PROVINCE  OF  QUEBEC,  CANADA. 

Lower  Canada,  law  of-^Fdony — Evidence — Depositions  taken  on  Oat\  hefore 
Tried  on  a  criminal  charge — New  Trial — Canadian  Statute,  32  &  33  Vict, 
c.  29,  8.  80 — Practice — Leave  to  appeal  in  a  criminal  case. 

According  to  the  English  law,  introduced  into  Lower  Canada  at  the  time 
of  the  cession  of  Canada  to  England  in  1763,  and  unafiTected  hy  subsequent 
Canadian  or  Imperial  Statutes,  the  depositions  on  oath  of  a  Witness  legally 
taken  are  admissible  evidAce  against  him,  if  he  is  subsequently  tried  on  a 
criminal  charge. 

The  only  exception  is,  in  the  case  of  answers  to  questions  which  he 
objected  to  when  his  evidence  was  taken  as  tending  to  criminate  him,  but 
which  he  has  been  improperly  compelled  to  answer. 

A,  was  indicted  for  Felony.  At  the  trial  the  Crown  put  in  evidence 
depositions  sworn  to  by  him,  without  being  cautioned  that  what  he  so  deposed 
to  might  be  given  in  evidence  against  him,  before  Fire  CommissioneTS  em- 
powered by  the  Quehee  Statutes,  31  Vict  c.  31,  and  82  Vict.  c.  29,  to  inves- 
tigate the  origin  of  any  Fires  occurring  in  Qud>ee,  and  before  any  charge  or 
accusation  had  been  made  against  him.  Held,  that  the  depositions  were 
properly  admitted  as  evidence  against  the  Prisoner  at  the  Trial. 

Semhle : — Chap.  77,  s.  63,  of  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Canada,  giving  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  power  to  direct  a  new  Trial,  is  repealed  by  the  Cana- 
diant  Statute,  82  &  33  Vict.  c.  29,  s.  80. 

On  petition  by  the  Attorney-General  of  the  Province  of  Quebec,  special 
leave  to  appeal  granted  from  a  judgment  of  the  Queen's  Bench,  Quebec,  on  a 
case  reserved  in  a  Trial  for  Felony. 

IN  this  case  special  leave  to  appeal  was  granted  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  the  Province  of  Quebec,  Canada, 
on  a  case  reserved  for  that  Court  by  Mr.  Justice  Badgley,  under 
the  powers  of  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Lower  Canada,  c.  77, 
ss.  57  and  58  (1)  on  a  trial  of  the  Respondent  for  Arson. 

•  Present ;— Sin  Jambs  William  Colvice,  Sib  Babneb  Peacock,  The  Lobd 
Justice  Hellish,  Sib  Momtagub  Edwabd  Smith,  and  Sib  Kobebt  Pobbett 

COLLIEB. 

(1)  By  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of      vided,  that  when  any  person  has  been 
Lower  Canada,  c.  77,  s.  57,  it  is  pro*      convicted  of  any  Felony  at  any  Crimi- 
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[LB. 


J.  a 

1873 


Beo. 

V. 

COOTE. 


The  case  so  reseryed  by  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  was  as  fol- 
lows : — 

^^The  Prisoner,  Edward  Coote^  was  indicted  for  Arson  of  a  Ware- 
house in  his  occupation,  and  belonging  to  Alexander  Boy. 

^'  The  Indictment  contained  four  counts :  The  first,  with  intent 
to  defraud  the  Scottish  Provincial  Insurance  Company;  second, 
to  defraud  the  Boyal  Insurance  Company ;  the  third,  to  defraud 
generally ;  and  the  fourth,  to  injure  generally.  Upon  his  plea  of 
not  guilty  he  was  tried  before  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  at  the 
Criminal  Term  of  the  said  Courts  holden  by  me  at  Montreal^  before 
a  competent  jury,  empanelled  in  the  usual  manner,  and  after 
evidence  adduced  by  the  Crown  and  by  the  Prisoner,  was  found 
guilty,  the  jury  returning  a  general  verdict  of  guilty.     , 

''  In  the  coarse  of  the  adduction  of  the  evidence  for  the  Crown, 
two  depositions  made  and  sworn  to  by  the  Prisoner,  with  his  signa- 
ture subscribed  to  each,  taken  by  the  Fire  Commissioners  (1)  at 
their  investigation  into  the  cause  and  origin  of  the  fire  at  his  Ware- 


nal  Term  of  the  Cotirt  of  Queen's 
Bench,  the  Court  hefore  which  the 
case  has  heen  tried  may  in  its  discre- 
tion reserve  any  question  of  law  which 
has  arisen  on  the  trial  for  the  conside- 
ration of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
on  the  appeal  side  thereof,  and  may 
thereupon  postpone  the  Judgment  until 
such  question  has  heen  considered  and 
decided  by  the  said  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench. 

By  sect.  58,  the  said  Court  shall 
thereupon  state  in  a  Case,  to  be  signed 
by  the  presiding  Judge,  the  question  or 
questions  of  law,  with  the  special  cir- 
cumstances upon  which  the  same  have 
arisen.  The  said  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  shall  have  full  power  and  autho- 
rity at  any  sitting  thereof  on  the  ap- 
peal side,  after  the  receipt  of  such  case, 
to  hear  and  finally  determine  any  ques- 
tion therein ;  and  thereupon  to  reverse, 
amend,  or  affirm  any  judgment  which 
has  been  given  on  the  indictment  on 
the  trial  of  which  such  question  arose. 


or  to  avoid  such  judgment,  and  order 
an  entry  to  be  made  on  the  reoord 
that  in  the  judgment  of  the  said  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  the  party  convicted 
ought  not  to  have  been  convicted,  or  to 
arrest  the  judgment,  or  to  order  tbe 
judgment  to  be  given  thereon  at  sooie 
other  Criminal  Term  of  the  said  Court) 
if  no  judgment  has  before  that  term 
been  given,  as  the  said  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  is  advised,  or  make  such  other 
order  as  justice  requires. 

( 1)  The  Fire  Commissioners,  before 
whom  the  depositions  were  taken,  were 
appointed  under  the  Statutes  o(  the 
Provincial  Legislature  of  QuAec,  31  Vict. 
c  32,  and  32  Vict.  c.  29.  Jn  pursuance 
of  those  Statutes  they  were  empowered 
to  investigate  the  origin  of  any  Fires 
occurring  in  the  cities  of  Qu^tec  and 
Montreal^  to  compel  the  attendance  of 
Witnesses,  and  examine  them  on  oath, 
and  to  commit  to  prison  any  Witnesses 
refusing  to  answer  without  just  cause. 
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house,  before  any  charge  or  accusation  against  him  or  any  other  J.  a 
person  had  been  made,  were  produced  in  evidence,  and  which,  after  1873 
having  been  duly  proved,  were  submitted  to  the  jury  as  evidence  rbq. 
against  him,  after  the  objection  previously  made  by  the  Prisoner      oo^ 

to  their  production  in  evidence,  and  after  his  said  objection  had       

been  overruled ;  after  the  conviction  of  the  Prisoner,  and  before 
sentence  was  pronounced  by  me  thereon,  he  moved  the  Court 
by  two  motions  filed  in  Court  in  the  terms  following." 

The  case  then  set  out  the  two  motions,  of  which  the  first  is 
immaterial,  as  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  rejected  it,  and  reserved  no 
question  respecting  it ;  the  second  was  in  the  following  terms : — 

^'Motion  on  behalf  of  the  said  Edvoard  Coate^  that  judgment 
upon  the  said  Indictment,  and  upon  a  verdict  of  guilty  thereon, 
rendered  against  him,  be  arrested,  and  that  the  said  verdict  be 
quashed  and  set  aside,  and  the  said  Defendant,  to  wit  the  said 
Edward  Coote,  be  relieved  therefrom,  for,  among  others,  the 
following  reasons." 

A  great  many  reasons  were  then  set  out,  the  only  ones  material 
to  the  present  appeal  being,  that  the  two  depositions  were  inad- 
missible in  evidence,  because  the  Fire  Commissioners  before  whom 
they  were  taken  had  no  authority  to  administer  an  Oath,  or  take 
such  depositions,  and  such  depositions  were  not  admissible  as 
statements  made  by  the  Prisoner,  because  they  were  not  made 
freely  and  voluntarily  and  without  compulsion  or  fear,  and  without 
the  obligation  of  an  Oath. 

The  case  then  stated  the  rejection  of  the  first  motion,  and  that 
the  Judge,  though  himself  considering  the  reasons  given  insuffi- 
cient to  support  the  second  motion,  yet,  as  doubts  might  be  held 
by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  as  to  the  legal  production  of  the 
depositions,  reserved  it,  and  held  it  over  for  decision  with  reference 
to  the  admission  of  the  depositions  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench. 

The  reserved  case  came  on  for  argument  in  the  Court  of  Queen's 
^ench,  appeal  side,  before  the  Chief  Justice  Duvd,  and  the  Justices 
Caran^  Drummond,  Badgley,  and  Monk;  and  on  the  15th  of 
March,  1872,  the  Court  gave  judgment  in  the  following  terms : 
'^  After  hearing  Counsel  as  well  on  behalf  of  the  Prisoner  as  for 
the  Crown,  and  due  deliberation  had,  on  the  case  transmitted  to 
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J.  0.  this  Court  from  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  sitting  on  the  Crown 
1878  side  at  Montreal^  it  is  considered,  adjudged,  and  finally  determined 
]^,  by  the  Court  now  here,  pursuant  to  the  Statute  in  that  behalf,  that 
an  entry  be  made  on  the  Ilecor^  to  the  effect,  that  in  the  opinion 
of  this  Court  the  production  of  the  depositions  made  by  the 
Prisoner  before  the  Fire  Commissioners  at  Montreal  was  illegal^ 
and,  therefore,  that  the  evidence  adduced  on  the  part  of  ooi 
Sovereign  Lady  the  Queen  does  not  justify  the  verdict,  which  is 
liereby  quashed  and  set  aside. 

'^But  this  Court,  considering  that  the  conviction  is  declared  to 
be  bad  from  a  cause  not  depending  upon  the  merits  of  the  case, 
does  hereby  order  that  the  said  Prisoner,  Edward  Cooie,  be  tried 
anew  on  the  Indictment  found  and  now  pending  against  him,  as  if 
no  Trial  had  been  had  in  the  case ;  and  that  for  the  purpose  of 
standing  such  new  Trial  he  be  bound  over  in  sufficient  recognizance 
to  api)ear  on  the  first  day  of  the  next  ensuing  term  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench,  sitting  on  the  Crown  side,  at  MarUreal^  and 
thereafter,  from  day  to  day,  until  duly  discharged." 

From  this  judgment  the  Justices  Badgley  and  Monk  dissented. 

The  Prisoner  was  discharged  on  his  recognisance  to  appear  on  a 
new  Trial. 

An  application  made  by  the  Attomey-Ceneral  for  the  Province 
of  QuAee^  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  for  leave  to  appeal 
to  Her  Majesty  in  Council  from  this  judgment,  was  refused.  A 
petition  was  then  presented  by  the  Attorney-General  of  Qt^iee 
to  the  Queen  in  Council,  praying  for  special  leave  to  appeal  from 
1872*  the  above  judgment.  The  petition  was  heard  by  the  Judicial 
j^^o.     Committee  on  the  30th  of  April,  1872. 

Sir  B.  Palmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  H.  M.  Bompa$y  for  the  Petir 

tioner. 

« 

Their  Lordships  granted  the  application ;  and  by  an  Order  in 
Council,  dated  the  10th  of  May,  1872,  special  leave  to  appeal  from 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  the  15th  of  Marcb, 
1872,  was  granted. 

*  Present: — Sib  Jahks  William  Colvilk,  Sir  Moktagub  Edwabd  Shith, 
and  SiB  BoBBBT  Fobbett  Collieb. 


VOL.  IV.]  OASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  603 

As  no  appearance  was  entered  for  the  Bespondenty  the  appeal        ji.  0. 
was  heard  tfo^'jKiWtf.  1878 


Sir  John  Karddke,  Q.C.  (Mr.  K  M,  Bompas  with  him),  for  the         *• 
Appellant : —  — 

This  case  is  governed  by  English  Law.  The  Cruninal  Law  of 
England  was  introduced  into  Canada  at  the  time  of  the  cession  of 
Canada  to  England,  in  the  year  1763,  and  the  Criminal  Law  of 
England  at  that  time  still  continues  in  force,  except  so  far  as  it  has 
been  altered  by  Canadian  or  Imperial  Statutes  applicable  to 
Canada.  Statutes  of  Qud}ee, 31  Vict.  c.  32,  s.  3,  and  ss.  4,  6,  and?, 
8.  5,  and  s.  8.  Our  contention  is,  that  the  depositions  of  the 
Prisoner  were  properly  received  in  evidence  by  the  Judge  before 
whom  the  indictment  was  tried.  The  Fire  Commissioners  before 
whom  the  depositions  were  taken,  had  imder  the  Provincial  Statutes, 
31  Vict  c.  32  and  32  Vict.  c.  29,  power  to  compel  the  attendance 
of  Witnesses,  to  examine  them  on  Oath,  and  also  to  commit  for  con- 
tempt. Such  depositions  were  admissible  in  evidence  against  the 
Prisoner,  although  made  on  Oath  by  him  as  a  Witness  whose  attend- 
ance might  have  been  compelled,  and  without  caution  that  his 
statement  might  be  given  in  evidence  against  him :  Bt^seU  on 
Crimes,  Vol.  III.  p.  418  [4th  Ed.],  where  the  cases  are  collected ; 
Taylor  on  Evidence,  Vol.  L,  p.  743  [3rd  Ed.] ;  Boscoe's  Criminal 
Evidence,  p.  62  [7th  Ed.] ;  Joy  on  Confess.,  pp.  62,  68 ;  Bex  v. 
Oarheti  (1) ;  Beg.  v.  Lewis  (2) ;  Beg.  v.  Haworth  (3)  ;  Beg.  v.  Oold- 
shede  (4) ;  Beg.  v.  Shggett  (5) ;  Beg.  v.  Chidley  and  Cummins  (6) ; 
Beg.  V.  GiUis  (7). 

There  was  no  substantial  ground  for  moving  an  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, nor  had  the  Court  power  to  award  a  new  Trial.  Chapter  77, 
8.  63,  of  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Lotoer  Canada,  gave  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  power  to  direct  a  new  Trial ;  but  that 
Statute  was  repealed  by  a  subsequent  Statute,  32  &  33  Vict.  c.  29, 
8.  80,  which  section  contains  no  power  authorizing  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  to  grant  a  new  trial  in  a  criminal  case. 

(1)  DeD.  C.  C.  236.  (4)  1  C.  &  K.  637. 

(2)  6  C.  &  P.  161.  (5)  Dears.  C.  C.  656. 

(3)  4  C.  &  P.  254.  (6)  8  Cox's  C.  C.  365. 

(7)  17  Jr.  C.  L.  Rep.  512. 
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J.G.  At  the  oonclusion  of  Sir  John  KarslaMs  argument  their  Lord- 

1873  ships  intimated  that,  if  necessary,  they  would  call  on  Mr.  Bompas. 

^]^^  He  was  not  called  on  and 


V, 

^CkKyrs. 

1873 

MarehlS, 


Judgment  was  now  delivered  by 
Sir  Egbert  Collier  : — 

Edward  Coate  (the  Bespondent)  was  conyicted  of  Arson,  subjed; 
to  a  question  of  law  reserved  by  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  (the  Judge 
who  presided  at  the  Trial)  for  the  consideration  of  the  appeal  side 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  in  pursuance  of  c*  77,  sect  57,  of 
the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Lower  Canada.  The  question  reserred 
was,  whether  or  not  the  Prosecutor  was  entitled  to  read  as  evidence 
against  the  Prisoner  depositions  made  by  him  under  the  following 
circumstances : — 

An  Act  of  the  Qufibee  Legislature  appointed  Officers  named 
"  Fire  Marshals  "  for  QiiAec  and  Montreal  respectively,  with  power 
to  inquire  into  the  cause  and  origin  of  fires  occurring  in  those 
cities,  and  conferred  upon  each  of  them  ^'  all  the  powers  of  any 
Judge  of  Session,  Becorder,  or  Coroner,  to  summon  before  him  and 
examine  upon  Oath  all  persons  whom  he  deemed  capable  of  giving 
information  or  evidence  touching  or  concerning  such  fire.''  These 
Officers  had  also  power,  if  the  evidence  adduced  afforded  reason- 
able ground  for  believing  that  the  fire  was  kindled  by  design,  to 
arrest  any  suspected  person,  and  to  proceed  to  an  examination  of 
the  case  and  committal  of  the  accused  for  trial  in  the  same  manner 
as  a  Justice  of  the  Peace. 

Upon  an  inquiry  held  in  pursuance  of  this  Statute  as  to  the 
origin  of  a  fire  in  a  Warehouse  of  which  Coote  was  the  occupier,  he 
was  examined  on  Oath  as  a  Witness.  No  copy  of  his  depositions 
accompanies  the  Becord,  but  their  Lordships  accept  the  following 
statement  of  Mr.  Justice  Badgley  as  to  the  circumstances  under 
which  they  were  taken  : — 

"  Among  the  several  persons  examined  respecting  that  fire  waa 
(Joote  himself,  upon  two  occasions,  at  an  interval  of  three  or  four 
days  between  his  two  appearances,  on  each  of  which  he  signed  his 
deposition  taken  in  the  usual  manner  of  such  proceedings,  and 
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which  A?as  attested  by  the  Commissioners.  Upon  both  occasions  J.  0. 
he  acted  volnntarily  and  without  constraint ;  there  was  no  charge  1S73 
or  accusation  against  him  or  any  other  person ;  he  was  free  to  b^ 
answer  or  not  the  questions  put  to  him,  and  frequently  exerciser!       q^!^ 

his  privilege  of  refusing  to  answer  such  questions.      Some  days        

after  the  date  of  the  latter  deposition,  and  after  the  final  close  of 
the  inquiry,  Coote  was  arrested  upon  the  charge  of  Arson  of  his 
premises,  and  duly  committed  for  trial." 

At  his  Trial  the  above-mentioned  depositions  were  duly  proved, 
and  admitted  in  evidence,  after  being  objected  to  by  the  Counsel 
for  the  Prisoner.  The  objection  taken  at  the  Trial  appears  to  have 
been,  that  to  constitute  such>  Court  as  that  of  the  Fire  Marshal 
was  beyond  the  power  of  the  Provincial  Legislature,  and  that  con- 
'sequently  the  depositions  were  illegally  taken.  Subsequently, 
other  objections  were  taken  in  arrest  of  judgment^and  the  question 
of  the  admissibility  of  the  depositions  was  reserved.  It  was  held 
by  the  whole  Court  (in  their  Lordships'  opinion  rightly)  that  the 
constitution  of  the  Court  of  the  **  Fire  Marshal,'*  with  the  powers 
given  to  it,  was  within  the  competency  of  the  Provincial  Legisla- 
ture ;  but  it  was  further  held  by  a  majority  of  the  Court  that  the 
depositions  of  the  Prisoner  were  not  admissible  against  him, 
because  they  were  taken  upon  Oath,  and  because  he  was  not  cau- 
tioned that  whatever  he  said  might  be  given  in  evidence  against 
him,  after  the  manner  in  which  Justices  of  the  Peace  are  required 
to  caution  accused  persons  by  an  Act  of  the  British  Parliament 
adopted  in  this  respect  by  the  Colonial  L^slature.  The  Court 
held  the  conviction  to  be  bad,  but,  inasmuch  as  the  objection  to  it 
^as  not  founded  on  the  merits  of  the  case,  made  an  Order  directing 
a  new  trial 

Their  Lordships  are  unable  to  concur  in  what  appears  to  be  the 
view  of  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  that  the 
law  on  the  subject  of  the  reception  in  evidence  against  a  Prisoner 
of  statements  made  by  him  upon  Oath  is  so  unsettled,  that  every 
Judge  is  at  liberty  in  every  case  to  act  upon  his  own  individual 
opinion. 

It  is  true  that  doubts  have,  from  time  to  time,  arisen  on  this 
subject,  and  that  conflicting  dieta,  and  indeed  decisions,  may  be 
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J.O.  found  upon  it;  but,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  all  such  doubts 
1873  have  been  set  at  rest  by  a  series  of  recent  decisions,  not  indeed 
"^^  promulgating  any  new  law,  but  declaring  what  the  law  has  always 
been,  if  properly  understood. 

In  the  case  of  Bex  v.  Haworth  (1)  a  deposition  on  Oath  made 
by  the  Prisoner  as  a  Witness  against  a  person  named  Shearer,  on  a 
charge  of  Forgery,  was  received  in  evidence  by  Mr.  Justice  Path 
against  the  Prisoner,  on  an  indictment  for  Forgery.  In  Beg.  v. 
Goldshede  and  another  (2),  Lord  Denman  admitted  against  the 
Defendants,  on  a  charge  of  conspiracy,  answers  which  they  had 
made  on  Oath  in  a  suit  in  Chancery.  In  Beff.  y.  Sloggett  (3)  the 
Prisoner  was  examined  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  under  an 
adjudication  against  him,  and  answered  questions  tending  to 
criminate  himself  without  objection.  At  a  certain  stage  of  his 
examination  he  was  told  by  the  Commissioner  to  consider  himself 
in  custody.  On  a  case  reserved,  it  was  held  by  the  Court  of 
Criminal  appeal  that  so  much  of  his  exanunation  as  was  taken 
before  his  committal  to  custody  was  evidence  against  him.  In  that 
case,  Jervis^  C.  J.,  observes,  *•  The  test  is,  whether  he  may  object  to 
answer.  If  he  may,  and  does  not  do  so,  he  yoluntarily  submits  to 
the  examination  to  which  he  is  subjected,  and  such  examination  is 
admissible  as  evidence  against  him."  In  Beg,  v.  Chidley  and 
Cummins  (4),  CocJchum,  C.J.,  admitted  a  deposition  made  by 
Cummins,  when  Chidley  alone  was  accused  of  the  offence  for  which 
they  were  afterwards  both  tried.  The  learned  Editor  of  the  4th 
edition  of  *'  Bussett  on  Crimes  "  thus  reports  a  case  of  Beg,  v.  SarcA 
Chesham  (5). 

"Where  the  Prisoner  was  indicted  for  administering  poison  with 
intent  to  murder  her  Husband,  the  Coroner  stated,  that  he  had  held 
an  inquest  on  his  body,  which  was  adjourned,  and  that  the  Prisoner 
was  present  as  a  Witness  on  the  second  occasion ;  no  charge  had 
at  that  time  been  made  against  her ;  she  made  a  statement  on 
Oath,  which  the  Coroner  took  down  in  writing.  Lord  Campbell,  C.  J., 
after  consulting  Parke,  B.,  admitted  the  statement,  and  the  Prisoner 
was  convicted  and  executed." 

(1)  4  a  &  P.  254.  (4)  8  Coi'a  C.  C.  365. 

(2)  1  C.  &  K.  657.  (5)  Russell  on  Crimes,  vol.  iii.  p.  418 

(3)  Dears.  C.  C.  656.  [4th  Ed.]. 
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The  case  of  Beg  v.  OarbeU  (1)  accords  with  the  foregoing.  j.  o. 
There  the  Prisoner  objected  to  answer  certain  questions  on  the .  is73 
ground  that  his  answers  might  criminate  him.  His  objections,  ^^ 
which  were  based  on  reasonable  grounds,  were  overruledy  and  he         *'* 

was  compelled  to  answer.  It  was  held  by  a  majority  of  the  Judges        

on  a  Crown  case  reserved  that  the  particular  answers  so  given  were 
inadmissible  against  him,  but  it  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
suggested  that  the  rest  of  his  deposition  was  not  admissible. 

The  case  of  Beg.  \.  Scott  (2)  seems  to  go  somewhat  further.  It 
was  then  held  by  the  Court  of  Criminal  appeal  {Coteridge,  J., 
dissenting)  that  although,  under  the  Bankruptcy  Act  then  in  force 
(12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106),  the  Bankrupt  was  bound  to  answer  certain 
questions,  notwithstanding  that  they  might  tend  to  criminate  him, 
nevertheless  such  answers  were  admissible  against  him,  the  com- 
pulsion under  which  he  acted  being  one  of  law,  and  not  the  improper 
exercise  of  judicial  authority 

From  these  cases,  to  which  others  might  be  added,  it  results,  in 
their  Lordships'  opinion,  that  the  depositions  on  Oath  of  a  Witness 
legally  taken  are  evidence  against  him,  should  he  be  subsequently 
tried  on  a  criminal  charge,  except  so  much  of  them  as  consist  of 
answers  to  questions  to  which  he  has  objected  as  tending  to 
criminate  him,  but  which  he  has  been  improperly  compelled  to 
answer.  The  exception  depends  upon  the  principle  '^nemo  ienetur 
seipwm  accusare,"  but  does  not  apply  to  answers  given  without 
objection,  which  are  to  be  deemed  voluntary. 

The  Chief  Justice  indeed  suggests,  that  Ccoie  may  have  been 
ignorant  of  the  law  enabling  him  to  decline  to  answer  criminating 
questions,  and  that  if  he  had  been  acquainted  with  it  he  might 
have  withheld  some  of  the  answers  which  he  gave.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  it  would  appear  that  Cooie  was  acquainted  with  so  much  of 
the  law ;  but  be  this  as  it  may,  it  is  obvious,  that  to  institute  an 
inquiry  in  each  case  as  to  the  extent  of  the  Prisoner's  knowledge  of 
law,  and  to  speculate  whether,  if  he  had  known  more,  he  would  or 
would  not  have  refused  to  answer  certain  questions,  would  be  to 
involve  a  plain  rule  in  endless  confusion.  Their  Lordships  see  no 
reason  to  introduce,  with  reference  to  this  subject,  an  exception  to 
(1)  Den.  C.  C.  236.  (2)  Dears.  &  B.  C.  C.  47. 
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J.  c.  the  rale,  recognised  as  essential  to  the  administration  of  the 
1873  .  Criminal  Law,  **  Iffnora/ntia  juris  non  excusai'*  With  respect  to 
^^  the  objection,  that  Coote  when  a  Witness  should  have  been  cau- 
tioned in  the  manner  in  which  it  is  directed  by  Statute,  that  persons 
accused  before  Magistrates  are  to  be  cautioned  (a  question  said  by 
Mr.  Justice  BadgUy  not  to  have  been  reserved,  but  which  is  treated 
as  reserved  by  the  Court),  it  is  enough  to  say,  that  the  caution  is 
by  the  terms  of  the  Statutes  applicable  to  accused  persons  obIv, 
and  has  no  application  whatever  to  Witnesses.  If,  indeed,  the  Fire 
Marshal  had  exercised  the  power  which  he  possessed  of  arrestiog 
CoaU  on  a  cdminal  charge  (but  which  he  did  not  exercise),  then  it 
would  have  been  proper  to  caution  him  before  any  further 
statement  from  him  had  been  received. 

A  question  has  been  raised  on  the  part  of  the  Crown,  whether 
or  not  the  Court  had  the  power  of  ordering  a  new  Trial,  inasmuch 
as  c.  77,  s.  63,  of  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Canada^  giving  the 
Court  power  to  direct  a  new  Trial,  has  been  repealed  by  the  safase- 
quent  Statute,  32  &  33  Yict.  c.  29,  s.  80,  which  does  not  itself  in 
terms  confer  any  such  power,  but  in  the  view  which  their  Lord- 
ships take  of  the  case  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  determine  this 
question. 

For  the  reasons  above  given,  their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise 
Her  Majesty,  that  the  judgment  made  by  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  be  reversed, — that  the  conviction  be  afEurmed, — ^and  that  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  be  directed  to  cause  the  proper  sentence 
to  be  passed  thereon. 

By  an  Order  in  Council,  it  was  ordered,  that  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  the  15th  of  March,  1872,  be  reversed, 
and  the  conviction  of  the  Bespondent,  Edward  Coaley  affirmed,  and 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  Province  of  Lower  Canada^  was 
directed  to  cause  the  proper  sentence  to  be  passed  thereon. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  BrnJioff^  Bompaa,  db  Bisehoff, 
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ABATBXSIIT  OF  APFSAL  :  See  P&AomoB.    5. 
ACKHOWIEDOIISRT  OF  CHILD :  See  Ck>LOKUL 

Law.    6. 
ACQUIESOSVCB :  See  Oolonial  Law.    4. 
ACnOH   JOT   PgyOHCIATIOH     BB    K0TJ7EL 

(EUVKE :  See  Colonial  Law.    2, 
AOnOH  m  aABAHTIE :  See  Ck>L02nAL  Law.  5. 
ACnOV  FOB  LIBEL :  Ssa  Libel. 
ADIATIOH :  See  Colonial  Law.    4.  » 
ADJOUBIMBWT  OF  TBIAL  BY  JUDGE  81IT1H0 

WHEOUT  A  JUBT :  See  Tbial. 
ADMTBAIiTY  COTJBT:  See  Pbacticb  or  Admi- 

balttCoubt;  Pboxy. 
ADMIBALT7  OOUBT  ACT,  1861 :  See  Mabitiiix 

Lien. 

ADMIBALTT  BE6TJLATI0HB  for  preventing 
collisions  at  sea.  Arts.  13  &  16,  construction  of. 
The  **  Jbsmond  "  and  The  "  Earl  op  Elgin"     1 

See  aho  Ship  and  Shipping. 

ADOBAHOKOF    THE    CONBBCBATED    ELB- 

UEHTS :  See  Ecclebiastioal  Law.    2. 
ADVOCATE :  See  Babbisteb. 
AOBEEMEHT    BETWEEH     HEBCHAVTS     TO 

SETTLE  CLADCB,  COKSTBVCTIOir  OF : 

i9(ee  Bailee. 
AGBEEKERT  BY    BOTTOXBY  BOBDHOLDEB 

HOT  TO  EHFOBCE  BOHD  IF  A  BILL  OF 

EZCHABOB    HOHOUBED:    See    Bar- 

TOMBT  Bond.    2. 
AGBEEXEHT  BY  LEHDEB  WITH  A  FIBH  FOB 

COIOOBBIOH  ON  BET  PBOFITS  AHD 

IBTEBEST :  See  Partnebshtp.    2. 
ALLOWAHCE  TO  FATEKTEE  in  taking  account 
of  profits  for  loss  of  time  in  bringing  patent  into 
public  use.    In  re  Cabb's  Patent  -  -     689 

AKEBDKENT.]  Where  there  is  a  variance  be- 
tween the  declaration  and  proof,  the  proper  time 
to  apply  to  amend  the  declaration  is  at  the  con- 
clusion of  the  Plaintiff's  case.  Baint  v.  Bbayo  287 
APPEAL.]  On  petition  by  the  Attorney-General 
of  the  Province  of  Quebec  special  leave  to  appeal 
granted  from  a  judgment  of  the  Queen's  Bench, 
QuebeCf  on  a  case  reserved  in  a  Trial  for  Felony. 
Beg.  V,  OooTE  -         -         -         -         -     699 

See  aho  Pbacticb.    4,  5. 
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APPEALABLE  VALUE :  See  Pbaotioe.    4. 

ABTIGLE8  CHABOnTO  PUBLICATIOH  OF  HE- 
BETICAL  DOCTBIHEB.  The  nlles  re- 
garding the  frame,  substance,  and 
reformation  of:  See  Ecclisl&stioal 
Law.    1. 

ASSIGBXEHT:  See  Mabitihe  Lien. 

AVEBA0E  8ETTLEHEHT :  See  Bottohbt 
Bond.    1. 

BAILEE.]  C,  a  Merchant  domiciled  at  Alexan- 
dria, being  indebted  to  the  Appellants,  Merchants, 
carrying  on  business  at  LeipBic,  for  the  purpose  of 
settling  litigation  between  them,  deposited  with 
the  Respondent  (an  English  Merchant  resident  at 
Alexandria)  certain  Bills  drawn  in  his  favour  as 
security  for  the  Appellants'  debt;  the  Hespon- 
dent,  by  the  agreement  between  C.  and  the  Ap- 
pellants, constituting  himself  a  voluntary  de- 
positee of  them,  and  undertaking  to  be  responsible 
for  them  to  the  Appellants  **  until  the  effective 
encashment  of  them,**  which  remains  intrusted  to 
C : — Eeld^  that  the  Bespondent  was  not  guilty  of 
a  breach  of  duty  under  this  agreement  in  allowing 
C  to  take  the  Bills  when  due  for  encashment  at 
his  discretion,  and  was  not  bound  to  see  that  C. 
handed  over  the  money  to  the  Appellants. 
Trepftz  V,  Canelli  -  -  -  -  977 
BABBI8TEB.1  Two  Orders  of  the  Higli  Court 
of  the  North-Weetem  Provinces,  the  one  being  an 
Order  nm  calling  on  the  Appellant,  a  Barrister 
and  Advocate  practising  in  that  Court,  to  shew 
cause  why  he  should  not  be  suspended  from  the 
practice  of  his  profession  as  an  Advocate  of  that 
Court,  and  the  other  Order  declaring  him  guilty 
of  gross  professional  misconduct,  and  suspending 
him  from  practice  for  five  years,  on  appeal  as  to 
the  rule  on  which  the  first  Order  was  made  dis- 
charged, and  the  second  Order  reversed ;  the  Ju- 
dicial Committee  being  of  opinion  that,  though 
the  Appellant  had  been  guilty  of  a  grave  irregu- 
larity and  deserving  of  censure,  yet  the  facts 
proved  did  not  amount  to  that  mala  praxis  on 
which  the  High  Court,  having  regard  to  the 
position  and  functions  of  an  Advocate  in  the 
NoT^'Wtstem  Provinces^  could  fairly  found  any 
proceeding  of  a  penal  character.    In  re  Newton 
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BOTTOKBT  BOm.]    1.  A  Greek  Ship  havii^  on 
board  a  Caigo  consigned  to  3faUa,  the  port  of 
destitmlion,  having  encountered  severe  weather  in 
lier  pftsjiage  down  the  Black  Sea^  was  obliged,  for 
the  preservation  of  lier  CarKo,  to  Jettison  her  boats, 
spars,  and  cables,  and  being  disabled  put  into 
VottHtaniinopley  where  the  Cantatn  applied  to  the 
Greek  Couhular  Court,  and  ootainea  an  order  for 
a  survey  of  the  Ship  and  Cargo,  and  a  sentence 
of  Average  settlement,  with  the  appointment  of  a 
Curator,  who,  by  virtue  of  the  autJiority  con- 
ferred on  him,  hypothecated  the  Cargo,  and  cansed 
a  Bottomry  Bond  to  be  executed  thereon  for  freight 
and  the  necessary  expenses  of  transhipnfng  and 
forwarding  the  Cargo.    The  Cargo  having  been 
transhippSi,  orrived  at  Malta,  where  proceedings 
were  taken  in  tiie  Court  of  Commerce  by  the  Con- 
fignce  to  set  aside  the  sentence  of  Average  settle- 
ment and  to  annul  the  Bottomry  Bond. — The 
Court  of  Commerce  declared  iis  incompetency  to 
decide  regarding  tlie  Average  settlement,  but  pro- 
nounced the  Bottomry  Bond  null  and  void.    On 
appeal  to  the  Court  of  Appeal  at  KolTo,  that  Court 
reversed  the  decree  of  the  Court  of  Commerce  so 
far  as  regarded  its  competency  to   decide  the 
Average  act  and  settlement,  and  ordered,  as  re- 
gardod  the  decision  of  the  nullity  of  the  Bqttomiy 
Bond,  that  such  decision  should  do  set  aside  until 
A  definite  sentence  on  the  Average  act  and  settle- 
ment should  have  been  oome  to  by  the  Court  of 
Commerce.    The  Court  of  Commerce  gave  a  de- 
cision on  the  case  thus  remitted  against  the  Con- 
signee, which  was  enuivalent  to  a  nonsuit.    On 
appeal  from  tliis  decision,  the  Appellate  Court  of 
Malta  Were  of  opinion  that  the  Captain  having 
taken  the  legal  course  before  the  Consular  Tri- 
bunal at  Constantinople,  and  that  Court  having, 
on  the  report  of  Experts,  appointed  a  Cumtor  of 
the  Cargo,  ami  declared  the  voyage  ended  at  Con- 
stantinopU,  such  Curator  was  the  attorney  for  the 
Owners  of  the  Cargo,  and  had  authority  to  hypo- 
thecate the  s;ime ;  that  where  tlie  formalities  of  a 
Consular  authority  and  verbal  process  justifying 
the  expenses  necessitating  the  loan  are  observe^ 
the  lender  on  the  Bottomry  Bond  ia  exonerated 
from  Justifying  the  necessity  for  the  loan  or  making 
inquiry  as  to  tne  facts  causing  such  necessity,  and 
decided  for  the  validity  of  the  bond :— flc/d,  by  the 
Judicial  Committee,  affirming  the  judgment  of 
the  appellate  Court  at  Malta,  that  the  Greek 
Consular  Court  at  Con$tantinople  being  a  compe- 
tent Court,  having  jurisdiction  over  a  Greek  Ship 
and  a  Cargo  ownecf  by  Greek  subjects,  the  sen- 
tence of  that  Court  was  not  open  to  examination 
by  the  Court  of  Commerce  at  Malta,  and  that  it 
must  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  manifest 
em»r  or  fraud,  that  tlie  Greek  Consular  Court 
rightly  interpreted  and  applied  the  Greek  Law, 
by  which  they  had  the  power  they  exercised  of 
deciding  that,  in  the  circumstances,  Constantinople 
should  oe  considered  the  place  of  the  ship's  desti- 
nation, and  the  average  aajusted  according  to  the 
law  in  force  at  that  place ;  and  that  the  £^ttomry 
Bond  was,  in  the  circumstances,  necessary  and 
vali<L    Messina  v.  Petrococchiko  -         -     114 
2.  — ,    A  Bottomry  Bond  on  a  Ship  and 
freight  was  given  by  the  Master  for  repairs  of  the 
Ship  (tthreaay  subject  to  a  mortgaeeX  with  an 
agreement  by  the  Bondholder,  the  Ship's  Agent, 
that  if  A  Bill  of  Exchange  drawn  by  the  Master 


BOTTOICBY  Mn—'OontiHued, 
upon  the  Mortgagee  should  be  duly  honoured,  tlie 
Bond  should  not  be  enforced.    The  Drawee  ^ied 
before  the  BUI  was  presented,  and  neither  admi- 
nistration nor  probate  of  bis  Will  had  been  takim 
out,  when  the  holder  of  the  BOl,  in  ignorance  of 
the  death  of  the  Drawee,  p^sented  the  Bill  for 
acceptance  t—lTifM,  that  it  was  not  neoeaaary. 
in  order  to  entitle  Ae  Bondholder  to  enforce  tbe 
Bottomry  Bond,  that  there  should  have  been  such  a 
dishonour  of  the  Bill  as  mfght  have  been  tiecesMrt 
to  give  a  ri^ht  of  action  against  a  Drawee  or  In- 
dorsee of  the  Bill,  and  it  was  suQdent  fhtft  wbat 
was  the  l^easonable  covufse,  fiyr  the  pUTpese  of  get- 
ting the  Bill  accented  and  paid,  sbonld  have  been 
taken,  which,  having  regard  to,  thei;iicnmf  tsQccs 
of  the  case,  appeared  to  the  Jxtiifiht  Omtaittee 
to  be  established ;  and  the  Bond  held  good.-The 
Bond  on  the  Ship  and  fi«ighi  WM  mim  aMut^ 
on  the  mifal  of  the  SMp  at  GiOiMt^bill  tH*Boad 
also  hypothecated  the  l^ighi  kvlie  esmcd  by  the 
Ship  from  that  jpUoe  to  any  other  port  or  ports  :^ 
Bad,  that  the  Bond  was  good  pro  taii/o  as  to  the 
Ship,  hot  void  with  respeot  to  the  sdbsetpie&t 
freight  eiuned  in  the  voyage  £ranl  CdSto  to  Enf' 
land.   Ths''8taitob3D6BI]w'*  .     -   •     -    1M 
BBSJlCOS  OFCOVf&AOT  BY  8HIP0WSXB.}  The 
Master  of  a  PruisiBn  Vessel,  ft  snljeotof  the  8in|r 
of  Pftisn'a,  having  on  boaid  a  'CMm  el'mtnts  of 
soda(eoatrajMiidof  war>uiider  a  (Jnaiterpsrty  and 
BUI  of  lading  from  Pigagua,  bound  to  Gbrlc,  Oomt 
or  Fahnumih,  for  orders  to  ptoeeed  to  aiiy  ssla  p»t 
in  Great  Britain  or  on  the  Continekit,  between 
Bwvfe  and  Bandmrgk,  botk  ineladed,  and  than 
deliver  the  caareo, «' the  act  of  G«d,  Hut  Qoeeo'i 
enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other  risk,  dsDgers, 
and  acotdents  of  the  seas,  riven,  and  navigation 
of  whatever  nature  and  kind  'Ooevor  exo^i^ 
arrived  at  Falmouth  on  the  10th  of  Jnly,  ^^' 
and  received  orders  on  l^e  11th  of  that  noot^  to 
proceed  to  the  French  port  I>iii»&<r%,  and  there 
deltvor  her  carao.    On  the  ship's  arrival  off  Dw*- 
hirk  on  the  16&,  the  Master  mm  infcsned  by  ft 
French  Pilot  that  War  had  faRdoBnent  betveea 
France  and  Pnueia,  wfaerenpon  the  Msstsr  pnt 
back  to  the  Bowu  to  make  inquuieSf  and  an- 
chored there  on  the  IVtii^  which  was  Sonday.  On 
the  18th,  having  telegraphed  «o  the  Owners  of 
the  Vessel  for  instruotioos.  he  Iras  ordered  oc*  to 
go  to  OmnkirJc,  and  on  the  19th  he  put  into  Dwrr, 
where  he  was  infomied.  as  the  Ihct  was,  that  War, 
which  had  been  imminent  from  the  lOth^  bad 
been  declared  between  France   ^ni.fl^[f^. 
German  Confederation,  formal  declaration  tbcreot 
having  been  given  as  upon  the  19th  of  July  ♦-" 
Beld  (affirmuag  the  decision  of  the  Admiraliy 
Court),  that  the  Master  was  justified  in  putting 
back  to  the  JDoum*  for  the  purpose  ot^iBOiit^^^^^ 
whether  War  had  been  declared,  and  was  guilty 
of  no  improper  deviation  or  delay  in  not  seturuifig 
to  Dmkirk  Mote,  the  Idth  of  Jtdyvarlien  ^Var 
was  actually  declared  :-^A9U»  further,  that  the 
Master  oonunitted  no  breach  of  eontnciin  zc- 
f using  to  deliver  tha  cargo  at  X>un2Yl;  and  as  the 
Charterparty  provided  what  freight  irar'to  bo 
paid  if  the  Cargo  was  delivered,  the  delivery  at 
Vover  waa  within  the  terms  of  the  ChAieri»rty, 
and  the  Master  was  entitled  to  freight  for  the 
Cargo  from  the  Owners  before  deKvery  thfewof.— 
Semble,  where  a  Master  receives  credible  infonn»- 
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BOTTOICBT  BONB-eontiittMa:. 

tion  that  if  lie  oontmues  in  the  direei  oourae  of 
his  Toya^  bis  Ship  will  be  exposed  to  some 
imminent  peril,  sa  &om  Pirates,  or  Icebergs,  or 
other  dangers  of  navigation,  be  is  jnstiiied  in 
pausing  and  deviating  from  the  direct  course, 
and  taking  any  step  that  a  prudent  man  would 
take  for  Uie  purpose  of  avoidini;  the  danger.  Ths 
**Tbutc>nia*^  -  -.  •  -  .  -  171 
BUmUHQ.]  LiabiU^  of  Builder,  by  Law  of 
Louter  Comdat  acting  under  Kmployw's  Arehi- 
t6ct»  for  damages  occasioned  by  the  defiaotiy^ 
fonndatioa mad« bypiacediog Builder.  Waiu>x.b 
c.  BsTBomi     ^         ^         -         -         -      38 

CAKADA,  tAW  07:  S^CoitOisiuh  Law.    1,2, 

3.7,8,11.      . 
CAFBOy  MOB  HOrX :  Se9  Ck>bOifiAi.  Law.    i. 
CAPTOBB,  KSK  CB:  8e»  Bbmaoh  or  €k»TBJLOT 

'  BySHffOMrflAL 

CABQO.l  Th^  authority  of  the  Master  of  a  Ship 
to  8^11  the  godds  of  an  absctit  Owner  is  derived 
from  the  necessity  of  the  sitaation  in  which  he  in 
placed ;  And  «onseqaenUy,  to  Justtfy  his  selling, 
he  mnst  establish  (1)  a  n6(3ftS!^ty  fbr  the  sale ;  and 
(2)  inabflfijr  tb  oommunidlte  vrfiUi  tUtt  Otme^. 
Under  theSD  oonditions,  and  by  force  of  them,  the 
blaster  beooimes  an  Agdnt  of  the- Owner,  not  only 
with  the  power,  but  under  the  obligation  (within 
certain  Umits)  of  noting  for  him ;  bat  he  is  not  in 
any  esse  entitied  to  substitute  iiis  own  judgment 
for  the  Will  of  the  Owner,  in  selling  me  goods, 
where  it  is  podsible  to  oommnnieata  with  the 
Owner. — TIm  poe^biltty  of  commnnicatiog  with 
the  Owner  depends  on  the  oironnistances  of  each 
case  involving  the  considemtion  of  the  fiicts  which 
create  the  nrgeney  ibr  an  early  sale,  the  distance 
of  the  Pott  &om  the  owner,  the  means  of  tom^ 
mimicaLtioa  which  may  exist,  and  the  general 
p(»tion  of  the  Mastei"  in  the  pairtionlar  emergency. 
— Such  a  comnmnieation  need  only  be  made  when 
au  answer  can  be  obtained,  dr  there  is  a  reasonable 
expectation  that  it  can  be  obtained  before  the  Sale. 
Where,  how^iVer,  there  is  ground  for  s\ich  an  es- 
pectation,  every  endeavour,  so  far  as  the  position 
in  which  he  If  placed  will  allow,  should  be  made 
bv  the  Master  to  obtain  the  Owner's  instructions. 
The  BonaparU  (8  Mooro's  P.  0.  Gases,  45d>  and 
the  Caryo  e»  Mamhttrff  (2  Moore's  P.  0.  Oases 
(N.8.)289)teeo$Cidsedaadl61]Awed.  THsAnsTBA- 

LkSUJX  drHAH  NAVTOAiriOS  OOMFAKT  V.  BlbBflE  9BS 

CHABTXRPABTT— PeiPfornHince  of  contmct  ren- 
dered unlawfttl  by  outbreak  of  War.    Thb  **  Twr- 

toxta"        -       -       -       -       -    m 

CHIHA— Tfeaty  of  Tientsin :  See  JrBismcnoN.  1. 
CEIHA  AHB  JAPAir,8TIPBSlCB  CQXTBT  OV : 

iSiseJusuDicTiox^   1;  Lisel.    1.. 
CRUBOH:  S^^CoKms^;  EooLasTAsncuJU  I#Aw« 
CHUBCH  JOBGOfLnnR  AOr  (S&4Vict.o.86): 

See  EcULBSiABnoAL  Law.   1. 
CITATI6V:  5m  Egclesiashcal  Law.    1. 
CIVIL  ODSB  07  LOWBB  CAHABA : 

See  GoLON'iAL  Law*    1,  7. 
CLEBfilYXABt  See  Oontjbiivt:  £ccx£8Ly»xxcAi« 

Law. 
CODE  CIVIL :  ^  Colonial  Law.  10. 
eOLLUIOK:  See  Ship  akd  Shuting. 


OOLMIU.  LAW.]  1.  Article  168S  of  the  Civil 
Code  of  Lotoer  Canada  enacts  that  *'if  a  building 
perish  in  whole  or  in  part  within  ten  years  from  a 
defect  in  construction,  or  even  from  the  unfavour- 
able nature  of  the  ground,  the  Architect  sujperin- 
tenditig  the  work  and  the  Builder  are  jointly  and 
severafly  liable  for  the  loes/*  Such  Article  held 
to  be  declaratory  of  the  Law  of  Lower  Canada  as 
it  existed  before  the  promulgation  of  the  Cade. — , 
A  Builder,  before  the  passing  of  the  Code,  con- 
tracted to  execute  in  a  workmanlike  manner  all 
the  work  requisite  to  be  done  in  building  ^nd 
completing.  Uhrisi  Churcfi  Cathedral  in  Loicer 
Canada,  according  to  the  plans  and  drawings 
made  by  an  Architect,  upon  foundations  already 
made  and  completed  by  a  previous  guilder,  Under 
the  direction  of  his  Employers  Architect,  the 
expense  of  which  foundatlojq^s  the  Contract  stipu- 
lated should  be  estimated  aud  allowed  for.  The  , 
Builder  erected  th«  Cathedral  In  strict  conformity 
with^  the  contract,  under  the  direction  of  the 
Architect,  and  in  a  workmanlike  manner,  but  the 
Towci:  of  the  Cathedral  shortly  after  it  was 
erected,  and  before  the  works  were  completed^ 
sunk,  and  considerable  dnmage  wa-i  done.  .  The 
cause  of  the  sinking  wa^  found  to  be  the  ip9uJ31- 
dency  of  the  fouudations,  as  planned, by  tho 
original  Architect  and  constructed  by  the  former 
Builder: — BM  ^affirmin^  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  m  Lower  Uaaada)^  In  an 
action  by  Uie  Builder  against  his  Employer  (the 
Eoiployer  claiming  to  deduct  from  the  contract 
price  agreed  to  be  paid  to  the  Builder  the  amount 
of  his  (barges  for  repairing  the  damages  caused  to 
tlie  Building  by  the  sinking  of  the  Tower  through 
the  insufficiency ,  of  the  foundations),  that  the 
Employer  was  entitled  to  make  the  deduction,  as 
ths  Builder  was  responsible  for  tlie  defect  in  the 
foundations,  and  was  not  freed  from  liability 
either  by  acting  undey  the  directions  of  hia  Em- 
ployer*S  Architect,  or  by  reason  of  the  defective 
foundations  being  the  work  of  the  preceding 
Builder. — ^The  decision  in  the  case  of  Brown  v. 
Laurie  (1  Low.  Can.  Bop,  843  ;  5  Low.  Can.  Bop. 
65)  adopted.    Wardle  t,  Bkthune  -       8$ 

2,  ^—  A  Railway  Company  in  Lower  Canada 
constituted  by  Act  of  the  Provincial  Legislature 
incorporatmg  the  Provincial  General  Railway 
Ad^  14  h  15  Vict.  c.  51  (Consolidated  Shitutes  of 
Canada,  22  Vict.  c.  66),  made  under  their  Act  a 
Bailway  Bridge  without  giving  notice  to  treat  for 
compensation  to  the  Owner  of  a  Bridge  haying 
certain  Statutory  rights  to  tolls,  by  virtue  of  a 
special  Act,  which  rights,  he  alleged,  were  inter- 
fered with  by  tbe  Railway  Bridge.  Tho  Owner 
brought  an  action  en  detwneiation  de  nouvel  ceuvre 
for  demolition  of  the  Railway  Bridge,  and  dam- 
ages occasioned  by  its  erection  and  use.  The 
lUilway  Company  pleaded  inter  alia  the  Acts  of 
the  Legislature  empowering  them  to  make  their 
Railway,  and  that  the  Railway  Bridge  was  within 
the  true  meaning  of  those  Acts,  and  was  not  in 
violation  of  the  Aopellant's  Statutory  rights : — 
Held,  by  the  Judioial  Committee,  that  assumug  the 
Plalntiflt^  by  virtue  of  his  Special  Act,  to  be  en- 
titled to  compensation,  yet  his  action  failed,  inas- 
much as  the  giving  notice  to  treat  for  compensation 
was  not  a  condition  precedent  to  the  Company's 
right  to  exercise  their  powers,  and  therefore  that 
the  Company  were  not  wnmgdoers.  Jokeb  v.Taa 
3  3  B  2 
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Stakstead,  Bbuvobd,  axd  Obamblt  Bai&boad 

OOMFANT  -  -  -  -  .         88 

8. Jtf".,  domiciled  in  Lower  Canada,  in  1865 

^efore  the  Civil  Code  of  Lotcer  Canada  came 
into  operation),  being^dangeronfily  ill,  sent  for  a 
Notary  to  make  his  Will.  The  Notary  attended 
with  two  Witnesses,  and  JJf.  expressed  rerbally 
before  them  the  prorisions  he  intended  to  make 
by  his  Will,  lncludin<»  an  annuity  to  A,  The 
Notary  inquired  of  the  Witnesses  ft  tiier  under- 
stood M't  wishes,  and  they  said  that  they  did, 
wberenpon  the  Notary  proceeded  to  reduce  M.'i 
expressed  intentions  into  writing  in  the  farm  of  a 
solemn  Will  according  to  the  French  law,  and 
had  written  down  as  feir  as  the  bequest  of  the 
annuity  to  A. ;  but  before  a  disposition  in  favour 
of  his  only  liaughter,  and  appointment  of  Exe- 
cutors was  written,  M,  died.  The  two  Witnesses, 
at  the  Notary's  request,  at  once  made  a  dedoxa- 
tion  in  writing  of  what  M'$  intentions  were  re- 
garding the  dispoHition  to  be  made  by  his  WiU. 
A.  petitioned  the  Superior  Court  of  the  Province 
for  Probate  of  the  partly  prepared  Testamentary 
pper,  and  that  0ourt  granted  Probate  of  the 
imperfioot  instrument,  with  the  Written  Statement 
of  the  Witnesses,  as  containing  the  Will  of  the 
deceased.  JIf.'s  heir  was  cited  and  opposed  the 
gmnt.  A,  afterwards  brought  an  action  for  pay- 
ment of  the  annuity.  In  defence  to  the  action 
M.*8  heir  disputed  the  validity  of  the  WOl.  The 
Superior  Court  gave  judgment  for  A»,  on  the 
»ound  that  the  sentence  of  the  Court  granting 
Probate  was  conclusive.  The  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  in  Lower  Canada  reversed  that  judgment. 
— ^On  Appeal,  held,  by  the  Judicial  Committee : 
First,  that  according  to  the  uninterrupted  practice 
and  usage  of  the  Courts  in  Lower  Canada  since 
1801,  on  the  construction  of  the  Colonial  Act 
(41  Geo.  .3,  c.  4,  s.  2),  the  grant  o£  Probate  was 
not,  as  in  England^  conclusive,  and  that  it  was 
competent  to  M'e  heir  to  in]q}ugn  the  Will  by  way 
of  defence  to  A.'$  action.  Secondly,  that,  although 
M.  intended  to  make  a  Will  according  to  the 
French  law,  and  the  imperfect  testamentary  paper 
was  void  as  a  Will  by  that  law,  yet  that  the  verbal 
bequest,  coupled  with  the  unfinished  testamentary 
paper,  was  a  good  bequest  as  respected  personalty, 
and  entitled  to  Probate,  as  the  Imperial  Statute 
14  Oeo.  S,  0.  83,  s.  10,  introduced  the  English 
law  as  to  Wills  existing  at  that  time  into  Lower 
Canada,  and  carried  with  it  the  rules  of  the  Eng- 
lish  Courts  as  to  the  admissibility  of  oral  evidence 
in  cases  of  nuncupative  Wills  or  unfinished  testa- 
mentary dispositions  of  personalty.  Mionsault 
v.  Halo  .....     123 

4. Exposition  and  efiect  of  the  Boman- 

Dutoh  Law  prevailing  in  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope 
in  respect  to  a  mutual  Will  made  by  Husband  and 
Wife.— First,  such  mutual  Willis  to  be  construed 
as  a  separate  Will,  the  disposition  of  each  Spouse 
being  treated  as  applicable  to  his  or  her  half  of 
the  joint  property.— Seooodly,  each  Spouse  is  at 
liberty  to  revoke  his  or  her  part  of  the  Will  during 
the  Co-Testator's  lifetime,  with  or  without  oom- 
munication  with  the  Co-Testator,  or  after  the  Co- 
Testator's  death.— The  power  which  a  surviving 
Spouse  has  to  revoke  a  mutual  Will,  as  far  as 
affects  half  of  the  property,  is  taken  away  upon 


OOLOHUI  LAW-con/tntied. 
the  conouneiioe  of  two  oooditions,  (1^^  when  the 
Will  djaposea  of  the  joint  property  on  the  death 
of  the  anrvivor,  the  property  oeing  consolidated 
into  one  mass  for  the  puipose  of  a  joint  disposi- 
tion of  it;  and  (2)  if  the  survivor  has  aoceDteif 
some  benefit  under  the  Will«— A  mntoal  Win 
made  by  Husbaad  and  Wifo  having  commimitf 
of  goodS)  providiBg  for  payment  of  debts,  with 
proviaiim  for  Chilc&ea  and  GrandchildreQ,  aod 
nominati&g  sole  and  universal  hein:— Held,  ta 
be  MTOcaUe  by  the  surviving  Spouse,  who  had 
not  adiated  or  accepted  the  provisions  thereis 
given,  ao  far  as  affected  her  property,  and  that 
fdie  waa  entitled  to  daim  her  half  of  the  iDherit- 
anee.    DurraaBN  «.  MoaixBT         -        -   ^ 

6. Aotion  for  damages  for  ann-perfoni- 

anoe  of  a  oontmct  ibr  the  sale  of  oertain  Bpus 
and  Timber  ""to  be  delhrered  free  of  chaige  to- 
morrow, or  as  soon  as  they  oan  be  got  cot  of  the 
hands  of  the  Guardian;  but  the  Purahawn  Qot 
bound  to  take  them  if  not  delivered  in  one  week, 
unless  they  like."  No  delivery  having  been  made 
within  the  time  specified,  by  reason  of  the  Guar- 
dian  in  possession  of  the  Spars  insisting  on  re- 
taining them  in  consequence  of  a  Writ  of  »»> 
arrH  issued  in  an  aetion  instituted  aeaiBst  the 
ostensible  Owner  of  the  Spars  and  Timber, «boe'? 
mark  they  bore,  having  beem  served  on  hinv  nol- 
withstanding  that  he  was  released  by  sabeequeot 
proceedings,  and  might  have  legally  given  th@o 
up :— iTsld,  that,  not  having  dooe  so,  the  ^^^ 
contracting  for  the  sale  of  the  Spars  and  Timber 
were  relieved  from  the  domages  awarded  by  "^ 
Court  below  for  the  non-delivery  thereof  on  m 
ground  that  the  reasonable  oonstnicticn  of  tk 
words  getting  ''out  of  the  hands  of  the  GnardJan 
was  the  actual,  and  not  constructiTe  or  legal  title 
to  the  possession,  which  could  alone  ensure  the 
delivery  :— fleW,  also,  that  an  action  e»  garardtt, 
founded  on  the  former  right  of  action  against  Uie 
Guardian  as  gairaid  by  the  original  Contiaetois.  fcr 
damages  for  wrongful  detention  of  the  ^»«  and 
Timber,  could  not,  under  the  circmnstaDces,  he 
sustained  ;  and  the  judgment  made  in  eacu  an 
action,  awarding  damagea,  reversed.  ^^***^ 
9.  McRPHY  and  Cohkollt  v.  MACiABEX   -    *^ 

e. The  written  customary  laws  <rf  ^?^' 

mandiL  since  the  time  of  the  aeparaticB  efwi^ 
island  of /er^ey  from  that  Duchy,  are  autfeorrtaw 
received  in  Jereey  as  expositions  of  the  Law  ana 
Customs  of  the  Island.  According  to  the  Uw  ui 
Jertey  an  illegitimate  child  is  legitimated  r^ 
eubtequens  matrimonium,  A  domiciled  Jermy  niun 
was  the  .putative  Father  of  a  child  by  a  Jfr«^ 
woman.  He  afterwards  married  in  B»^?^»«  *J^ 
mother  of  the  child:— Hrfd,  that  proof  of  the 
certificate  of  the  marriage,  coupled  with  the Jac; 
of  the  child  being  always  acknowledged  by  wm, 
and  received  as  the  ofispring  of  the  Husband  aiii 
Wife,  was  sufficient  evidence  without  any  forn»* 
recognition  of  paternity  by  the  Father.  A  ^t^'' 
tous  gift  by  Deed  of  real  estate  to  a  Grand-^^ 
by  his  grandfather  to  the  disinheritanoe  of  tu 
only  Son  :— JSWd,  void,  as  by  the  Law  of  /rr.«?s;» 
the  Donor  had  no  power  to  defeat  the  law  of  see- 
cession,  by  which.  In  the  case  of  an  only  Son,  twj 
estate  of  the  Father  descended.  La  ClocbsMJ 
LaCloohe      -         -         -         .        -    9^ 


P.C.VouIV.] 


INDEX. 


613 


COLOHIAL  ULW^-cotiiinuecU 

7. PM^  in  1825,  by  a  notftrial  in'strttment 

in  the  nature  of  a  Deed  dT  danation  inter  vivos, 
gave  his  Son,  J.  B.,tk  certain  piece  of  land,  re- 
serving the  nmifhxet  td  himself  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  /.  J?,  for  life  (both  hfo  interests 
being  expressed  to  be  '*  a  litre  de  oonttiM  etpre- 
eaire  m  vie  durante  ") ;  and  after  J.  E'$  death  to 
his  children  bom  in  Wfal  wedlo^ ;  in  default 
of  such  '*  la  propriit^  demeutera  el  appaHiendra 
attx  aulres  M)ritier8  du  dit  donateur  gut  enjimiront 
et  disposeront  conformAnewt  k  ee  qu'U  0»  aura 
dispose  et  ordonn^par  8on  Tettament  et  ordonnance 
de  demiire  volonCf,'*  By  a  Will  of  previous  date, 
confirmed  by  a  Codicil  made  after  the  date  of  the 
Deed  of  donation.  P.  B.  gave  to  his  son,  J.  M,y 
the  enjoyment  and  nsufmct  during  his  life,  of  all 
the  property  moveable  or  uxunoveable  ivhioh  he, 
P.  B.,  ahotud  have  at  hia  death,  the  absolute 
interest  in  such  property  to  pass  at  the  death  of 
<r.  J?,  to  his  chiidi«a  bom  in  wedlock,  with  power, 
in  defeiult  of  sueh  ohildron,  to  /.  B,,  to  aispose 
-of  such  property  at  his  disoretion,  and  without 
being  bound  to  follow  any  rule  of  equality  or 
proportion,  ammtg  the' testator,  P.  B?$  Grand- 
•childr«n,  who  were  to  be  content  with  the  share 
to  be  assigned  to  them.  J.  B.  died  without 
•children,  and  by  his  Will  bequeathed,  with  other 
property,  some  of  the  land  comprised  in  the  Deed 
of  donation,  by  P.  B,  in  his  favour,  to  two  only 
of  the  Grandchildren  of  P,  B,  In  a  suit  by 
another  of  P.  B,*»  Grandchildren,  <^aiming  a 
portion  of  such  land  as  heir  by  substitution 
under'  the  terms  of  the  Deedi-^Held,  by  the 
Judicial  Conunittee,  afiSrming  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  Ldioer  Ckmada, 
that  notwithstanding  the  words  ^  a  Htre  de  con- 
sHtui  et  preeaire  ta  vie  durtmte  "  in  the  Deed  of 
donation,  /.  B,  became  under  it  the  institute 
(grev^  with  a  substitution  in  favour  of  his  own 
children,  and  that  the  term  ^^autres  li^rUiers** 
operated  only  in  the  event  of  J,  B,  having  no 
children  as  a  tetour  to  the  donor^  and  made  the 
property  capable  of  passing  by  his  Will,  as  also 
l>7  the  Will  of  his  son,  J.  B,  Exposition  of  the 
Civil  Code  of  Xoiosr  Canada  with  regard  to  gifts 
inter  vivoe,  with  reference  to  the  Text  Writers  on 
the  ancient  law  of  France  and  the  Code  Napolfim. 
Tiie  Statute  law  of  Lower  Canada,  has  engrafted 
on  the  old  French  law  an  unlimited  power  of  dis- 
position by  Will.  The  word  ''B^ritiers"  has 
there  acquired  a  signification,  wider  than  and 
differing  from  that  which  it  would  obtain  in 
France,    Hebsb  v.  Dufal-x  -         -  -     408 

8.  The  Canadian  Statute,  27  &2S\icit. 

c.  13,  intituled  *•  An  Act  to  amend  the  Laws  re- 
specting the  navigation  of  Canadian  Waters," 
enacts,  by  sect.  14,  that  **  No  Owner  or  Master  of 
any  Ship  shall  be  answerable  to  any  person  what- 
ever for  any  loss  or  damage  occasioned  by  the 
fault  or  incapacity  of  any  qualified  Pilot  acting 
in  charge  of  such  within  any  place  where  the  em- 
ployment of  such  Pilot  is  compulsory  by  law ;" 
And  the  Canadian  Statute,  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  58, 
*5.  i),  enacts,  that  "  The  Master  or  person  in  charge 
of  each  Vessel,  exceeding  125  tons,  coming  from 
a  port  out  of  tlie  Province  of  Qud)ec,  and  leaving 
the  port  of  Quebec  for  Montreal,  shall  ^take  on 
•ix>ard  a  branch  Pilot,  for  and  above  the  harbour 


COLOHIAL  LkW— continued. 
of  Quebec,  to  conduct  sueh  Vessel,  under  a  penalty 
equal  in  amount  to  the  pilotage  <^  the  Vessel, 
which  penalty  shall  go  to  the  Decayed  Pilot 
Fund;" — Held^ on  appeEil,  affirming  the  judgment 
of  the  Vice-Admiralty  Court  of  Lower  Canada^ 
in  a  cause  of  damage  bv  collision,  that  these 
Statutes  are  to  be  read  and  construed  together  as 
being  in  pari  materid,  constituting  a  compuleory 
pilotage  and  exonerating  the  Owner  of  a  Vessel 
having  such  Pilot  on  board  from  liability  for 
damage  inflicted  on  another  Vessel.  The  **  Iubbb- 

NIAN^ 511 

9. .  The  AmtraUan  Fencing  Act,  No,  C,  of 

1865  does  not  apply  to  waste  Lmds  in  Soutji, 
AustraUa  held  on  kase  from  the  Crown  for  pasto- 
ral purposes.    Bbowi^  v.  McLaohlan         ->     543 

10. Construction  of  bequests  in  a  Will 

made  in  the  mj/stimie  or  seovet  foiin,  in  accordance 
with  tlie  Code  OivH,  the  law  prevailing  in  the 
Mauritius.  The  Testator  at  the  time  of  making 
his  Will  was  livine  in  cohabitation  witii  a  woman, 
by  whom  he  had  had  two  children,  and  whom  he 
therein  recognised  and  provided  for  as  follows : 
**  tPai  reeonnu  pour  mes  enfants  natwreb  dx, ;  etje 
donne  et  legue  aoee  enfcmte  la  moUi4  de  time  Us 
biene  aen^ralement.  quetoongue$  que  je  Uteserai  au 
Jour  de  mon  d^cee,"  and  disposed  of  the  whole  of 
his  quciit^  difponSble  in  favour  of  other  legatees. 
The  Testator  afterwards  married  the  Mother  of 
his  children,  who  therebv  by  the  Cods  CivHy  Art. 
SSI,  became  legitimatized ;  but  neither  beforo  nor 
after  his  marriage  revoked,  altejred,  or  republished 
his  Will,  or  left  any  other  heirs  entitled  to  the 
succession.  On  a  suit  by  one  of  the  Legatees  for 
the  recovery  of  a  Legacy  bequeathed  to  her  by 
the  Will,  against  the  Mother  of  his  children  acting 
as  Testamentaiy  executrix  of  the  Testator,  who, 
among  other  pleas,  contended  that  even  if  the 
bequest  Was  valid  it  ought  to  be  reduced*  inas- 
much as  that  and  the  other  Legacies  given  by  the 
Will  exceeded  the  disposable  proportion  (quotit^ 
disponible),  of  the  Testator's  succession,  the  chil- 
dren being  by  the  Will  entitled  to  one  half  of 
such  succession  in  preference  to  all  other  legacies 
given  by  the  Will  :—HM  by  the  Judicial  Com- 
mittee (affirming  the  Judgment  of  tho  Supreme 
Court)  that  upon  the  true  constzuction  of  the 
Will,  the  legacy  given  to  the  children  was  a  gift  of 
a  moiety  of  Uie  whole  succession,  and  not  a  moiety 
of  the  quotite  diaponible  only :  and  that  as  the 
children  were  by  law  entitled  to  a  legal  reserve  of 
two-thirds  of  the  estate  of  their  bite  Father;  if  they 
elected  to  claim  such  reserve,  which  would 
reduce  the  PlaintiiPs  legacy,  the  Mother  as  their 
Guardian  must  make  election  between  the  one 
half  bequeathed  by  the  Will  and  the  two-thirds, 
the  legal  reserve.    Laoesse  v.  Lagessb      -     563 

11. According  to  the  English  law,  intro- 
duced into  Lower  Canada  at  tiie  time  of  the 
cession  of  Canada  to  England  in  1763,  and  un- 
affected by  subsequent  Canadian  or  Imperial 
Statutes,  the  depositions  on  oath  of  a  Witness 
legallv  taken  are  admissible  evidence  against 
him,  if  he  is  subsequently  tried  on  a  cniiiinal 
charge. — The  onl^  exception  is,  in  tho  case  of 
answers  to  questions  which  he  objected  to  when 
his  evidence  was  taken  as  tending  to  criminate 
him,  but  which  he  has  been  improperly  oompelled 
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to  answer. — A,  was  iixiieUd  for  Mony.  At  ihe 
trial  the  Crown  put  in  evidencd  depoflitions  s^rom 
to  by  him  without  being  cautioned  that  what  he 
80  deposed  to  might  be  given  as  eridenoe  against 
him  before  Fire  Commiasioners  empowered  by  the 
Queheo  filatutee.  31  Viet.  o.  81,  &  82  Viet.  o.  29, 
to  inTesiigate  the  origin  of  any  fires  occurring  in 
QuAiic,  and  before  any  cham  or  aocusation  had 
been  made  ageinet  him. — Held,  that  the  deposi- 
taons  were  properly  adiratted  aa  evidence  againet 
the  PxiMoiiec  at  the  Tfial.—^lemhle ; — Chap.  77, 0. 
63,  o{  the  Consolidated  Statutes  of  Canada,  giving 
the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  power  to  direct  a  new 
Trtftl,  in  repealed  by  Ihe  Cfenadiiin  Stiitute,  82  & 
33  Vict  c.  29,  a.  SO.    Rin.  v.  Coote  -     599 

OOnCUHITYOrOOOM:  Se«CoLOKtALXAW.  4. 
OOJEPXBTBATIOV   TOE  lUStBSB  HrjVBIOimLY 

ATTECTED    BT   A   EAUWAT    COK- 

PAEY :  89e  Cou>kial  Law.    2.  . 
00XPTJI80EY  FH^OZAQS :  SeeOxLOSJAhljAVf.  S. 
COHCITEESNT  JUDeXSRS  >- Qualtfioation  of 

Rule  with  respeot  to,  on  a  question  of 

fact:  SeePmLortaB,    & 
COJNDlllOE  PBBOEDSirT :  8^  Coionial  Law.  2. 
COKStBtTCnOK  OF  BSQTTE8T8  IK  A  WILI :  See 

CoLOjnAL  Law.    10. 
OOirSXETrCTIOK  07  CAEADIAV  SIATTTTES— 32 

&  33  Vict.  c.  29^  a.  80 :  See  Colonial 

Law.    IL 
OOKSCEUCTIOK  07  IHDIAH  AiCT-^Xo.  XIV.  of 

1859,   Boci    1.   cl.    IC:    See    Hay    v. 

QoBDOK  -  -  -  -  387 
aOVKTEXrCTIOE  07  8IATUIZ.3  1.  TheCanadiaii 
Htatotcs,  27  &  28  Vict.  c.  13,  a.  14,  and  27  &  28 
Viet  e.  58y  B.  9,  are  to  be  read  and  constmed 
together  as  betug  in  pari  maiarid,-^Yfhere  a 
^tate  inflicts  a  penalty  for  not  doing  an  Act 
provided  for,  the  peualtv  enacted  impUee  that 
there  is  a  legal  oompuiaiau  to  do  the  aet  in 
qnettion»  and  this  principlB  is  not  affiwted  by  the 
iaot  that  the  penalty  has  a  particular  destination. 
Tmb^'Hihebman"    -         -         -         -     611 

8. Upon  the  construotion  of  sect.  29  of  15 

&  16  Vict.  c.  88,  Held  that  that  section  does  not 
apply  where  an  English  Patent  is  taken  out  in 
this  country  before  a  Patent  for  invention  it  taken 
out  in  a  foreign  country.    In  re  Winan'b  Patbwt 

[98 

3. of  Statute  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  83,  s.  25, 

in  respect  to  a  petition  for  prolongation  of  a 
Patent  where  a  Foreign  Patent  has  expired.  In  re 
Blake's  Patent        -         -         -         -     586 

4. If  a  Statute  professes  merely  to  repeal 

a  former  Statute  of  limited  operation,  and  to  re- 
onact  its  provisious  in  an  amended  form,  an  inten- 
tion to  extend  the  operation  of  its  provisions  to 
classes  of  persons  not  previously  subject  to  them, 
is  not  to  be  presumed  as  a  necessary  inference, 
unless  tlie  intention  to  the  contrary  is  clearly 
ahewn.  Bbowk  v.  McLachlan  -  -  643 
00K8ULAE  COUET  AT  C0KSTAETIH07LE :  See 

BOTTOMBY  Ik)ia).     1. 
COHTEMPT.]    Order  of  Suspension,  ab  officio  et  a 
}miefioio,  detuned  against  a  Clerk  in  Oraers,  tho 
perpetual  Curate  of  a  Chapel  of  Ease  to  a  Parish 
Church,  for  pciBistent  contempt  in  diBobeying  a 


Monition  issued  to  enforce  ebedienoe  fo<an  Qt^t 
in  CouDoil,  made  in  4n  BoolesiHitJcal  wm, 
declaring  illegal  and  prohibiting  the  praeUce  of 
certain  rites  and  ceremonies  and  the  uae  of  oeiUiD 
Vestments  in  theBervicespf  the  Church*  Haam 
r,  PUBCHAB       -  -  -  9         -    8(tt 

OOHTEACT  FOE  BALE  OF  TDEEEE  IH  POeSB- 
BIOV  OF  OTABSIAEr  See  Coi«>m 
Law.    6. 

008T8.]  1.  Where  there  were  severil  Opponent! : 
on  dismissing  the  Petition  a  lump  som  va» 
awarded  to  the  Opponents  to  be  divided  pro  rati 
for  costs.    In  re  Johnson's  Patent  •  ,     -     7^ 

9.  -^ —  Considemiioiis  which  iodoos  the  Jo- 
dioial  Comndttee  to  giva  costs  to  hmi£  fide  Oppo- 
nents in  patent  oases.  In  re  Wiexjo'b  Patixt  (9 

8. Whether  a  Court  of  Admiialty  hw 

power,  under  the  Foreign  jMWmeat  Adt  1^0, 
toodttdemn  the  Crown  in  oosts,  quBrti  Tie 
"Gacntmbt"  -         -         •       .    IM 

4.  ^^—  It  is  a  rale  in  the  Admiralty  Court,  in 
«Qses  where  a  coUiaioa  is  Ibmnd  to  be  the  result  of 
inevitable  aooident,  tD  make  tta  otder  as  to  ca4b, 
ualess  it  can  be  shewn  that  the  suit  was  biovgbt 
luireasociably  and  without  snfficieiKt  prim  h^ 
grounds.  This  role  followed  by  the  Appellat<^ 
Court.  The  London  (Br.  ab  L.  82;  approved.  Tbb 
•*Maiipe8ia'»  -  -.  -  -  -  m 
See  ahe  Plbadino. 

CEmnrAi  cabs,  apecial  leave  auovsd 

TOAPPSAJU    R^6.v.  Coote.    -   ^ 
i  CBOWK:  See  Cogkts.    3. 
'  CEOWET  LEASBS  IE  SOim  AmZUUA:  ^' 
I  Ooix)NiAL  Law.    9, 

CTJBTODY*OF  lEFAET:  See  Ikpant. 

;  EA1EE0E8  VOE  Bmr-PSUOBXAECB  OF  Oft- 

TEACT :  See  Colonial  LaW.   5. 
I  ESBnOOETEACSSDBTAECABinDWOXIV 
I  HAVIEO  A  SSPAEATS  ESTATE:  See 

'  SSRABATE  JSSTATB  QV  MABfW^  WOlUli. 

DEdBXam  APIEOVED,  OVEEEVXED,  OB  IE- 
PEACHED:— 1.  The  decision  in  the  caie  of  ^nir» 
V.  Laurie  (1  Low.  Can.  Rep.  3i3:  5  low.  Om. 
Bep.  65)  adopted.    Wabplk  ».  Bxthcns  -     •* 

2. Decisions  in  In  re  IfeU*i  P<UeiU  (1 

Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N8.)  49)  approved  of.aBd 
In  re  PooU'e  Patent  (4  Moore's  P,  C.  Csses  (N.S.> 
452)  observed  on.    In  re  Jobnson's  Patbkt    1* 

S. The  case  of  Dent  v.  Stnilh  (Law  Bep. 

4  Q.  B.  414)  fiaUowed.  Messina  ».  Pfi«»oc- 
GHINO    -  -  -  -  .         -    m 

4. The  case  of  The  Jacob  (4  Bob.  245) 

commented  on.    The  ••  Stafpordshibe  "  -    l** 

5.  The  Virgil  (2  W.  Rob.  205)  followed 

and  approved.    The  *•  Maiupesia  "  -         -    *^* 

e.  The  principles  laid  down  in  The  Bo- 

Una  (3  Kotes  of  Ca^es,  210)  sffiimed.  Tht 
"Mabpesia"  -  -  -         -         -    21» 

T.  neXoiMfo»(Br.&L.82)foUowed.THE 

»*Mabpesia"   -  •  -  .         -    2l» 

8. The  BonapaHe  (8  Moo.  P.C.  (^ 

459)  and  The  Oorgio  ex  Eambmrg  (2  Moo.  PA. 
Cases,  (N.S.)  289)  recognised  and  foUowed.  Th& 
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BECI8I0H8  AFPBOTED,  OTEBmiTID;' flOt  QK- 

AtsTRAUAW  Stham  Navigatiow  OOMPAlTr  V, 
MosfiB  ------     882 

'9.  WtRiams  ▼.  JBisRop  0/  Saliitury  (2 

Moorc'8  P.  C.  Oases  (N.S.)  875)  referred  to  and 
approved.    Sheppabd  v.  Bennett  (Fimt  Appeal) 

{S51 

10. WederiiMi  v.  Lidd^  (Special  Report 

by  E.  F.  Moore,  1857),  referred  to.  Sheppabd  v, 
Beknbtt  (Second  Aj»feal)  -         -         -     5TO 

Ih  — -*-  MaHm  t.  Maekamdiie  (Law  Rep. 
2  P.  C.  363)  refened  to.  Shkppaio)  v.  Bennett 
(Second  Appeal)       -         -         -         -     873 

la O»T.fuiftin«9i(8H.L.0.268)and 

BuUen  v.  Sharp  (Law  Rep.  1  0.  P.  86)  referred  to 
and  aatad  on.  Mollwo,  Mabcb,  Adxv,  Ooubt 
orWABOB        -----     419 

la. 8mn$n>me  ▼.  Hawhins  (10  C.  B.  583) 

and  Spin  r.  Mauds  (Lamt  Bep.  4  Ex.  28a)foUowed. 
L^AUOHTON  V.  Bishop  op  Sodob  and  Man  -     495 

14.  WhiUUn  r.  Adams  (15  0.  B.  (N.S.) 

892)  and  Wright  v.  Woodgate  (2  C.  M.  A  B.  578) 
leoognized  and  afBrmed.  Lalghton  v.  Hibbop  op 
Sodob  asv  Man        -         -         -  495 

15. The  Veloeity  (Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  44) 

followed.  Malcomson  v,  Genebal  Steam  Navi- 
gation Company.  The  "Banoeb**  and  The 
-Cologne"     -----     680 

16. In  re  Winan*$  Patent  (Law  Rep.  4 

P.  0. 33)  followed.   Jn /d  Blaee'S  Patskd     i35 

17. Johntmy.  GaUagJter  (3D.  F.  &  J. 

494)  approved  and  adopted.  Thb  London dttiB- 
TEREp  Bah^  OV  AH^TB^AiIA.r.  LiaiiPB|](B«  -     673 

18. Shattock  v.  iSfcotfoofc  (Law  Rep.  2  Bq. 

182)  dissented  from.  Tvm  Ldndok  Ohabtbbbd 
Bank  op  Atjstbalia  v,  Lempbiebe  -         -     678 

2KECLaS&TlDir«  AMBIDXSHT  07,   TXXX   TO 

APPLY :  See  TioiL. 
1ISBLA¥ Oi  SnunSBT  OFCAXaO:  SaBsaam 

Of  Coanudmia  «aiPOiunBi&* 

DSPOSinMrS    tAKSK    OK    OATBf   BXFOBS 
91IA£  OV  A  OBZKnrAL  CHARGS :  <Sfte 

Evidence. 
DIVOBCE— The  Indian  Divorce  Act,  No.  IV.,  of 
18(J9,  sect.  7,  provides  that  in  all  suits  and  pro- 
ceedings brought  under  that  Act  relief  is  lo  be 
^iven  on  principles  and  rules  which  in  the  opinion 
of  ilie  Courts  are  as  nearly  as  may  be  conformable 
to  tho  principles  and  rules  which  the  Court  for 
Divorce  and  Matrimonial  Causes  in  England  acts 
on  and  gives  relief. — ^The  alleged  cause  of  action 
aiose  in  1859  or  1860,  the  misconduct  of  the  Wife 
Laving  come  to  the  Imowledge  of  the  Husband  in 
18ti2.  He  took  no  steps  till  1869,  when  he  brought 
a  suit  in  India  under  Act  No.  4:  of  18G9  for  a 
Divorce  a  vinculo,  charging  his  wife  with  adultery 
Avith  the  Co-Bespondeut  A.  and  others.  The  suit 
was  heard  in  the  absence  of  J.,  and  the  Wife  did 
not  appear.  The  Court  of  First  Instance  dis- 
solved flie  marriage.  On  an  appeal  to  tho  Chief 
Court,  application  was  made  to  hear  further  evi- 
dence as  provided  by  the  17th  Section  of  the  Act, 
whiuh  the  Court  refused,  and  by  its  decree  con- 
firmed the  sentence  of  the  first  Court  i-^Hddy  by 
the  Judicial  Conunittee,  that  in  the  absence  of  A., 


I  SIVOBCE — continued,  "  • 

j  and  the  nfusal  to  allow  Irim  to  be  examined  to 
t  rebut  the  PlaintifiTs  case,  and  considering  the  in- 
ooDoloBive  and  unsatisfactory  nature  of  the  evi- 
dence, coupled  with  the  long  delay  in  bringing 
the  suit,  such  decree  of  oonfirmatiou  could  not  be 
maintained,  and  the  sentence  reversed  with  costs 
in  the  Courts  below  and  on  appeal.— Tiie  resorva- 
tiona  contained  in  the  Limitaiion  of  SttUs  Act,  No. 
XIV.  of  1859,  sect.  1,  cl.  16,  do  not  apply  to  suits  , 
fopDlvoroeAvtnouto.    Hatv.  Gobdon     -     837 

BDCTBIRt  OP  TES    BEAI    TSXSZSCZ:  See 

ECCLESIASTIOAL  LaW.     2. 

DOCTBIirSfl  OP  THS  CHHSCK  OP  XNGLAin) : 

See  EoGLESiASTiOAL  Law.    2. 
DOHAXIOH  IXXSa  YVrm^iSiieQoumiaihMmt  1. 
SAOXT  DB  BETOtnt :  Se$  GbumiAL  Law.  I. 

EOGLESXASnOAL  LAW.]  1.  A  CWmission  is- 
sued by  the  Bishop  in  punnianee  of  tlib  ChMteh 
DiadpUne  Ad,  3  &  4  YSdL  e.  80,  ii  ffloeely:  a  'pte- 
paiatofy  step  to  aaoertain  whether  or  toi  there  is 
sufficient  primd  faoie  case  for  further  inquiry 
before  a  regular  Tribuoal,  li  i»  .pit^  itfipefSfmey 
thereferei  to  state  in  3uch  Commiasiaa  more  than 
the  generic  nature  of  the  offence,  sufficient  to 
found  ttie  Articles  on,  and  to  give  the ,  party  jpro- 
ceeded  against  notice  of  the  general  nature  of  fhe 
charges  he  is  called  upon  to  answer,  and  which 
must  be  fully  specified  in  the  Articles  to  be  ex- 
hibited.—A  Commiesion  having  been  iwued  by 
the  Bishop  to  inquire  as  to  the  grounds  of  a 
charge  against  a  Clergyman  of  the  Church 
of  ^k^and  of  imbUahing  liei0l&cal  duotdsies 
in  certain  works^  "contaimng  (as  alleged)  the 
following,  among  other  printed  and  published 
statements,"  whi^  weore  specially  set  forlh.  The 
ConmusBlonera  reported  that  th^e  waa  sufficient 
primd  /acts  ground  for  institnting  further  prp- 
ceedLngB,  and  the  Bishop  sent  the  case  to  tho 
Arohes  Ckraxt  by  letters  of  Bequest^  whioh  seoitcd 
tho  Commisaion,  with,  the  extmots  set  out  in  it, 
and  the  Commissioners'  Report,  which  contained 
the  same  oxtraots^  requesting  the  Court  to  cite 
the  accused  Clergyman  to  answer  a  chazge  of 
publishing  heretical  doctrines  in  the  Work  named 
and  specified  in  the  Commission*  A  Citation  was 
isauea,  whioh  jpecited  the  Xictters  of  Request  in 
Ml  with  the  extracts  appearing  iu  it.  Articles 
were  then  filed,  which  charged  the  Defendant  with 
publishing,  in  addition  to  the  heretical  doctrines 
appearing  in  the  extracts  set  out  in  the  Comnus- 
sion,  Letters  of  Request,  and  Citation,  other  here- 
tical doctrines  of  a  distinct  kind  impugning  the 
29  th  Article  of  Religion  in  passages  taken  from 
the  same  Works,  but  not  before  set  out  or  indi- 
cated, save  under  a  general  allegation  that  the 
works  contained  "  other  statements,"  which  latter 
doctrines,  if  asserted  as  alleged,  were  so  by  refer- 
ence to  Works  of  other  authors :— JTe?d,  by  the 
Judicial  Committee  on  ajppeal,  upon  a  motion  to 
admit  additional  passages,  the  Articles  must  be 
reformed  by  striking  out  the  charge  of  publishing 
the  latter  doctrines  impugning  the  29th  Article 
of  Religion,  on  the  ground  that  the  passages  oited 
or  refeired  to  as  the  opinions  of  other  authors  were 
not  sufficiently  shown  to  have  been  adopted  by 
the  Defendant,  in  the  passages  extmctcd.  trom  his 
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Works  to  justify  and  sapport  each  charge. — ^Tbe 
doctrine  of  the  Beal  Presence  is  not  a  doctrine  in 
contravention  of  the  29th  Article  of  Beligion. — 
The  rules  regarding  the  ftrame  and  substance  of 
Articles  of  Charge  for  heresy  against  a  Clergy- 
man Laid  down  in  WiUiams  y.  The  Bishop  of 
8alia)ury  (2  Mooie'a  P.  C  Oaaes  (N.6.)  875)  re- 
ferred  to  and  approYed.  Sheppabd  v,  Benivxtt 
(first  appeal)   -----     JfiO 

2. Articles  of  Change  against  a  Clergyman 

for  affirming  and  maintaining  in  Works  printed 
and  published  by  him : — ^First,  that  in  the  Sacra- 
ment of  the  Lord's  Supper  there  is  an  actual 
presence  of  the  true  Body  and  Blood  of  our  Lord 
in  the  Conseorated  Bread  and  Wine,  by  virtue  of 
and  upon  the  Consecration,  without  or  external  to 
the  Communicant,  irrespective  of  the  fiaith  and 
worthiness  of  the  Communicant,  and  separately 
from  the  act  of  reception  by  the  Communicant. 
— Second,  that  the  Communion  Table  is  an  Altar 
of  Sacrifice,  at  which  the  Priest  appears  in  a 
sacerdotal  position  at  the  Celebration  of  the  Holy 
Communion,  and  that  at  such  Celebration  there 
is  a  great  sacrifice  or  offering  of  our  Lord  by  the 
ministering  Priest,  in  which  the  mediation  of  our 
Lord  ascends  from  the  Altar  to  plead  for  the  sins 
of  men ;  and  Third, — ^That  adoration  is  due  to 
Christ  present  upon  the  Altar  or  Communion 
Table  of  Churches,  in  the  Sacrament,  under  the 
form  of  Bread  and  Wine,  on  the  ground  that 
under  their  veil  is  the  Body  and; Blood  of  our 
Lord. — ^Upon  examination  of  the  passages  ex- 
tracted from  the  publications  in  wliich  it  was 
alleged  theae  doctrines  wore  maintained,  the  Judi- 
cial Committee  were  of  opinion  that,  though  the 
language  used  was  both  rash  and  inconsiderate, 
yet  that  the  passages  extracted  did  not,  in  terms, 
sufficiently  contradict  the  Articles  and  Formula- 
riei  of  the  Church  as  to  render  the  Clerk  pro- 
caoded  against  subject  to  &  criminal  and  penal 
proceeding ;  but  having  reference  to  the  doctrine 
to  which  Sie  above  three  charges  related  as  con- 
tained in  the  4th,  28th,  29th,  and  Slst  Articles 
of  Religion  and  the  Church  Catechism  and  the 
language  used  by  the  Defendant,  the  Judicial 
Committee  declared— L  That  the  Church  of  Eng- 
land, in  her  Articles  and  Formularies  and  Cate- 
chism, holds  and  teaches  affirmatively  that  in  the 
Lord's  Supper  the  Body  and  Blood  of  Christ  are 
given  to,  taken,  and  received  by  the  faithful 
Communicant.  She  implies,  therefore,  to  that 
extent  a  presence  of  Christ  in  the  Ordinance  to 
the  soul  of  the  worthy  recipient.  As  to  the  mode 
of  this  presence,  she  affirms  nothing  except  that 
the  ^*  Body  of  Christ  is  given,  taken,  and  eaten 
in  the  Supper,  only  after  a  heavenly  and  spiritual 
manner"  and  that  **the  mean  whereby  the  Body 
of  Christ  is  received  and  eaten  in  the  Supi)er  is 
faith/*  (Article  xxviii.)  Any  other  Presence  than 
this— any  Presence  which  is  not  a  Presence  to  the 
soul  of  the  fnithful  receiver— the  Church  does  not 
by  her  Articles  or  Formularies  afiSrm,  or  require 
her  Ministers  to  accept ;  and  .consequently  the 
maintaining  by  a  Clergyman  of  a  **  real  actual 
objective  "  Presence  of  our  Lord  in  the  Sacrament 
of  the  Holy  Communion,  **  upon  the  Altar  under 
the  form  of  Bread  and  Wine,"  was  not,  in  the  afilr- 
mance  a  doctrine  so  contradictory  or  repugnant  to 
the  Articles  and  Formularies  of  the  Chorch  as  to 
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be  pioperi;f  made  the  ground  of  a  Cruiimal  dttife 
againat  him,  and  that  a  Clergymaa  eamnt  be 
coodemned  for  maintaining  that  tiie  ehsnge  in 
1662  of  the  word  "corporal"  lor  the  woids^feal 
and  eflsential "  in  the  DedanAion  of  Kneeling. 
appended  to  the  service  of  the  Holy  Commmiinn, 
wa«  an  intentional  substitution,  implyiiig  tbst 
there  may  be  a  real  or  essential  Pvessnoe,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  a  corporal  Presence,  if  he  does 
not  in  terms  allege  a  corporal  Presence  of  tbe 
natural  Bodv  of  Christ  in  the  KlemeBtB,cr  thst 
the  Body  of  Christ  is  present  in  a  *" corporsl"  or 
'*  natural"  manner. — II.  That  it  baring  been  de- 
cided in  WeaUrton  v.  LiddeU  (Special  Beport  l^ 
E.  F.  Moore,  1857)  that  the  change  of  the  view 
taken  of  the  Sacrament  of  the  Lords  Sapper,  "u 
shewn  by  comparison  of  the  praaent  OtntmnnkA 
Office  with  that  of  the  first  Prayer  Book  of  Ed- 
ward VI.  and  the  Canon  of  the  Haas  in  the  Sanm 
Missal,"  naturally  called  for  a  oorresptmding 
change  in  the  Altar ;  that  it  was  no  longer  to 
be  an  Altar  of  Sacrifice,  bat  merely  a  Table  at 
which  the  Communicants  were  to  partake  of  the 
Lord's  Sapper ;  and  that  the  Slst  Artidaef  Beli- 
gion, after  laying  down  the  ptDpo8itk>n  (wliich  ii 
adopted  also  in  the  Piaywof  ConseentiaQ) tbat 
''  the  Offering  of  Christ  once  made  is  that  periect 
redemption,  propitiation,  and  8*tia£scliou,  fas  all 
the  ains  of  the  whole  world,  both  origfaial  and 
actual,"  and  that  '^  there  is  none  other  satis&^ 
tion  for  sin  but  that  alonew'*  proceeds  on  tbe 
strength  of  these  propositiona  to  say  that  '*tke 
Saorinces  of  Masses,  in  which  it  was  commoBly 
said  that  the  Priest  did  offer  Christ  iar  the  quick 
and  the  dead,  to  have  remission  of  pain  or  guilt 
were  blasphemous  fables  and  dangerous  deoeiti.'' 
— It  is  not  lawful  for  a  Clergyman  to  contradict, 
expressly  or  by  inference,  either  the  propositiaa 
which  forms  the  first  part  of  the  Slst  Article  or 
any  proposition  i^ainly  dedndble  £rom  *ibs  con- 
demnation of  propitiatory  masses,  which  forms  tlie 
second  part  of  it,  and  is  stated  as  a  conUsiy  io 
the  first.-'Neither  is  it  lawfbl  for  a  Cterg^rsMn 
to  teach  that  the  Sacrifice,  or  offering  of  Ctoist 
upon  the  Cross,  or  the  redamplian,  propitistion. 
or  satisfiiotion  wrought  bv  it,  is  or  can  be  repeated 
in  the  Ordinance  of  the  Lord'a  Sapper;  nor  tbst 
in  the  Ordinance  of  the  Lord's  Sapper  there  is» « 
ban  be,  any  Sacrifice  or  Offering  of  Christ  wbieii 
is  efficacious  to  procure  the  remission  of  the  guilt 
or  punishment  of  sins.  The  word  «* Sacrifice^ 
has  been  applied  to  the  Lord's  Supper  by  Dirioes 
of  eminence,  not  in  the  sense  of  a  troe  prwHift' 
tory  or  a  living  Sacrifice,  effectual  as  a  satii&ctioD 
for  sin,  but  of  a  rite  which  calls  to  remembiancc 
and  represents  before  God  that  one  troe  Sacrifice. 
—III.  That  the  doctrine  that  Adoration  is  doe  to 
the  consecrated  elements  is  contiaiy  to  law,  and 
has  been  condemned :  MdrHn  v.  Mackonookie  f  Uw 
Rep.  2  P.  C.  365).  The  Church  of  EngUmd  has 
forbidden  all  acts  of  adoration  to  the  Sacmment, 
understanding  by  that  the  Consecrated  Elem^ts. 
She  has  been  careful  to  exclude  any  act  of  sdore- 
tion  on  the  part  of  the  Minister,  at  or  after  the 
Consecration  of  the  Elements,  and  to  explain  the 
posture  of  kneeling  prescribed  by  the  Bubnc. 
The  28th  AH;icle  lays  down  that  "  the  Sacrament 
of  the  Lord*s  Supper  was  not  bv  Christ's  ordi- 
nance reserved,  carried  about,  liited  np,  or  wor- 
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flhipped."  In  the  25th  Article  it  is  afflnned  Ihat 
**  the  Bacmments  were  not  ordained  by  Ohrist  to 
be  gazed  upon,  or  to  be  carried  about,  bnt  that  we 
should  duly  use  them/'  In  the  absence  of  a 
charge  of  any  ootward  Act  of  Adoration,  a  general 
-charge,  hddy  in  the  drenmstanoes,  not  saffldent 
to  snpport  a  penal  proceeding.  The  sncoesiiye 
fblterstions  and  omissions  in  the  Book  of  Oommon 
Prayer,  by  which  words  or  passages,  inculcating 
particular  dootrinea,  or  assuming  a  belief  in  them, 
Kaye  been  struck  out,  are  evidence  that  the 
Church  has  cessed  to  afiSrm  those  doctrines :  but 
the  effiact  of  such  changes,  when  they  stand  alone, 
is  that  it  ceases  to  be  unlawf^  to  contradict  such 
dootrinee,  and  not  that  it  becomes  unlawful  to 
maintain,  them.  Though  it  has  been  the  practice 
of  the  Arches  Court,  on  the  remission  of  Articles 
directed  on  appeal  to  be  reformed  as  to  a  parti- 
cular charge,  for  the  Judge  himself  to  reform  the 
Articles  by  striking  out  such  parts  of  the  Articles 
as  he  conoeives  to  be  within  the  original  decree 
appealed  from  and  confirmed,  notwithstanding 
objections  made  by  the  Promoter  of  the  cause ; 
such  praetiees,  as  tending  to  create  delay,  if  not  a 
miscarriage  of  justice,  if  the  Judge  should  erro- 
neouslT  strike  out  parts  not  affected  by  the  Order  in 
Counef l,tonght  to  oe  discontinued ;  and  before  an 
appeal  from  any  Decree  dneeting  the  reformation 
of  Articles  is  perfected,  the  actual  refonnation 
which  appears  to  the  Judge  to  be  required  should 
be  made  by  him  and  appear  on  tho  &ce  of  the 
Decree  that  the  very  passages  directed  to  be 
omitted  may  be  brought  under  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Appeal.  Sheppaud  «.  Bbniobtt 
(Second  Appeal)        -         -         -         -     371 

ZUSCnOK  07  HZnt— HOW  BKTTLATED  BT 
TES  COBS  dVIL :  See  Coloxial  Law. 
10, 

iSVlUiSJiOS.]  The  Defendant,  after  the  publica- 
tion of  a  libel,  and  before  the  aotion  was  brought, 
destroyed  the  Letter  containing  the  libellous 
words: — Held,  that  as  the  deramatory  writing 
was  not  in  existence,  secondary  evideDce  of  the 
contents  of  the  Letter  by  Witnesses  who  heard  it 
read  was  admissible,  but  that  the  aotoal  words 
used  as  laid  in  the  declaration  must  bo  proved, 
and  not  the  substance  or  impression  the  Witnesses 
received  of  the  words,  as  otherwise  the  Witnesses, 
and  not  the  Court  or  jury,  would  be  made  the 
judges  of  what  was  a  liboL — Before  the  declara- 
tion was  filed  the  Plaintiff  gave  notice  of  his 
intention  to  move  for  a  Bule  for  the  production  of 
the  Letter  containing  the  words  of  the  Libel  as 
set  out  in  the  declaration.  An  affidavit  in  answer 
by  the  Defendant,  stated  that  he,  the  Defendant, 
had  destroyed  the  Letter,  but  made  no  objection 
to  the  terms  of  the  alleged  libel  set  out  in  the 
Plaintiff's  affidavit  :—jEW(2,  that  the  Plaintiff's 
affidavit  being  meraly  for  the  purpose  of  the  pro- 
duction of  the  Letter,  was  not  admissible  as 
evidence  to  prove  the  words  of  the  libel.  Bainy 
r.  Bbavo  -         -         -  -         -     287 

% Depositions  taken    on    Oath   before 

Trial  are  admissible  on  a  Trial  for  Felony.    Bbo. 
».  CooTE  -----     599 

2VISEHCE    OF    PATEBHXTT:   See    Colonial 
Law.    6. 


JEXTJUBIOir  OF  TBBX  OF  UTTEBS  FATBKT: 

See'PATSBtT. 

FEtOKT:  See  Colonial  Law.    11. 

FXHGIHG  ACT  (AXTSIEAIJA)  Ho.  VL  OF  1865 ; 

See  Colonial  Law.  9. 
FOBSIOir  JOrUBTKEVT  ACT.]  A  French  Ship 
of  War  captured  in  the  English  Channel  a  Prus- 
sian Ship  as  prize  of  War.  A  prize  crew  under 
a  French  Naval  Officer  was  put  on  board.  The 
prize  Ship  beins;  driven  by  s&eas  of  weather  into 
the  Downs,  ancEored  within  British  Waters,  and 
after  lying  there  two  days  the  French  Consul  at 
Doicer^  engag^  an  English  6team-tng  then  lyin^ 
in  the  Dowm  lo  tow  the  captured  ship  from  Britisn 
Waters  to  a  port  of  the  captors,. and  under  such 
Agreement  the  Tug  towed  the  prize  to  DunJdrk 
Boads,  In  a  suit  instituted  on  behalf  of  the 
Crown  for  condemnation  of  the  Tug  for  violation 
of  the  Foreim  EfUitiment  Act  of  1870  (33  &  34 
Vict.  c.  90)  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
KM,  that  no  offenoe  had  been  conuuitted  under 
that  Statute,  as  the  Steam  Ti^  was  not  employed 
in  the  Military  or  Naval  Service  of  France,  as 
declared  by  the  8th  section  of  the  Act,  and  dis- 
missed the  Suit,  condemning  the  Crown  in  Costs. 
On  appeal,  Hdd,  by  the  Judicial  Committee  (re- 
versing the  decree)  that  the  engagement  by  the 
Owners  of  the  Tug  for  the  express  purpose  of 
towing  the  detached  prize  crew,  its  prisoners  and 
prize  Vessel,  Bpeedll}[  and  safely  into  French 
Waters,  where  the  prisoners  and  prize  would  be 
taken  charge  of  by  the  French  authorities,  and 
the  prize  crew  set  free,  was  despatching  a  Ship 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  8  of  the  Foreign  En' 
lietment  Act  of  1870,  for  the  purpose  of  taking 
part  in  the  Naval  Service  of  a  belligerent,  and 
condemned  the  Tug  as  a  forfeiture  to  the  Crown. 
The  "Gauntlet"  -  -  -  -  184 
FOSEIOir  JTOGIUSNT.]  A  foreign  judgment  of 
a  Competent  Court  is  conclusive,  and  not  open  to 
examination  by  another  Court  unless  the  judg- 
ment impeadied  carries  on  tho  face  of  it  manifest 
error :  as  if  it  is  shewn  to  have  been  obtained  by 
fraud,  or  wanting  in  the  condition  of  natural 
justice.    Such  judgment  cannot  be  applied  to 

Eersons  other  than  those  who  were  parties  to  the 
tigation  decided  by  it,  except  in  cases  where  the 
judgment  is  in  rem,    Mesuma  t;.  Pbtbocooohino 
^  [144 

FOBEZOIT  PATERT.]  Principles  regulating  the 
exercise  of  discretion  by  tho  Judicial  Committee 
in  granting  an  extension  of  Patents  previously 
patented  abroad.    In  re  Johkson's  Patxmt       75 

See  Patent.    8. 

FBAtrD  CEABOED  BTBILL  ARB ITOT  FBOVZa) : 

See  Pleading.  3. 
FBEIOHI.]  When  put  an  end  to  by  War.  The 
•*Tbctonia"  -----  171 
8.  -~— •  Sttbseqfuent  freight  earned  after  Bot- 
tomry Bond  became  absolute.  Thb  '*  Statfobd- 
SHIBB"-  ^  -  -  .  -      194 

FRBKOH  XAW  IV  FOBGE   AT   XAUBinUB: 
See  Colonial  Law.    10. 

OAEHIBEEE:  ^Sea  Colonial  Law,    5. 

GIFT  IKTJUi  VIVOS:  SeeCoiomJOs  Law.   6,  7. 
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0BATUnDVS  BAUB;  See  BtiUE. 
0XEBK  OOHBULAB  OOVBT  AT  OOBflAHTDIO* 
VLB :  ^ee  BorroiisT  Bond.  1 ;  Fosncm 

JUDGHSMT. 

OTASBIAir  Airo  WABI^  i9e0  Istant. 

BZBXmr :  ^  EccuESiABTicAt  Law.    2. 
H£BiTl££S:  i$e6  CaiiOiaAi*  Law,    7. 
EVSBAn)  AXD  WHS:  See Golokcu.  Law.    4. 
HYFOTBECAXIOK  07  8TJBB»IUXRT  FBZTOHT: 
/See  Bottom BT  Bokd.    2.  | 

HIBCHtmATg   CHILD   lEOIfniAllZED   BT 

8TJBIUQtl£irT  XABBIAOaS:  /S^  OoLO- 
KiAL  Law.    6, 10. 
HOmnERTE  BELLO:  See  Bbbacb  of  Contbact 

BY  ShIPOWNBR, 

XHOOBFOBATZQH  07  JOINT  STOOK  COXPANT: 

See  PAjKniHURUi^    1. 
IVBIAi  LAW  07 :  See  DnoBCK;  Infant. 
HIDZAB'  BAB :  Bee  Barbist^b. 
XBBVITABLE  AOdDBRT  is  that  which  tho  parfy 
charged  with  the  damage  could  not  possiblj  pre- 
vent by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care,  caution,  and 
maritime  Bkill.  The  *<  Habpbsia  *  -         -     212 
IB7AHT.]    A  child  bom  in  India,  whose  Father 
was  an  Emopean  Biittsh  Babjectandt,  Ghri8l4an, 
matt  be  pmnmed  to  have  tM  Fatbei^s  religion, 
imd  bis  oorresponding  civil  and  socnal  etnius,  ftnd 
it  is  the  duty  of  a  Gvaidian  to  bfing  up  his  Ward 
in  his  Father's  xoUgion.^AB  ladnt,  tka  «hitd  of 
a  Christian  Father  and  thc^  it^qe  oC  a  dmiian 
marriage,  was  left,  by  the  death  of  her  Father,  of 
very  tender  age,  and  brought  up  by  her  mother  as 
a  Ohristian  diuing  her  tmrly  youth.    Her  Mothet, 
after  oobabiitmg  with  a  man  haviDg  »  wif^  and 
professiux  the  Chnstian  religion,  becasM  wiith 
him,  a  Hahommedan,  for  the  puipose,  as  it  np- 
p<iaicd,  of  giving  legal  effect  to  a  Mohammedan  , 
marriage  between  them*  but  which  aJleged  mar-  : 
riage  ^  as  not  proved  to  have  been  duly  celebrated.  , 
— The  Infant,  aft<:r  attaining  the  age  of  fourteen  ■ 
years,  and  bohig  with  her  Mother,  profeiaod  a  dd-  | 
sire  to  beconie  a  Mahammedan  iu  r^ijjioB,  aiid  i 
adopted  the  Mahommedan  mode  of  life.    Xlie  ' 
Courts  in  India  having  been  applied  to,  under  the  I 
circumstances,  by  her  relatives,  to  remove  the  In-  < 
fant  from  the  custody*  of  her  Mother,  made  an 
Order  undof  the  proTidoos  of  the  Aists  No.  XL.  of 
1858  and  IX.  of  1861,  and  phicod  the  Infant  under 
a  Christian  guardian.    Such  Order,  on  appeal,  ' 
confirmed  by  the  Judicial  Committee.    Skinnbr  ; 
r.  Obde  -         -         -         -         .60 

IHHEBITARCE :  See  Coloniai^  Law.    6. ,  > 

IXTBHTIOK  COXXUHICATBD  27  TOBBIQV IB- 
VBNTOB :  See  Patent.    1 . 

JEBfiET,  LAW  07 :  See  Colonial  Law.    6.  ' 

JODTT  STOCK  OOBIPAKY ;  See  Pabtnebship.    1. 
JUBISDIOTION.]  1.  Her  Majesty's  Supreme  Court ' 
for  China  and  Japan^  established  by  Order  in  i 
Couneil  of  the  9th  of  March,  1865,  under  the  ' 
Treaty  of  Ttentein,  having  oogniEanoe  of  all  ques-  • 
tions  m  regard  to  rights,  whether  of  property,  or 
ofpersona,  arising  between  Britisli  subjects  ^*  re- 
sident in  or  resorting  to  tho  dominions  of  the 


JUBISDICnOV— oonitatted. 

Empenxr  of  ChinaT  has  joriadiction  to  try  id 

aokioD  fcB*  alleged  ISidse  zepReeiitataons.  Hait  r. 

GUXPAOB  -  -  -  -  •    419 

8. 07  /UDIOIAL  qOHmTTBH,  under 

statute  15  A  16  Yiot.  c.  83^  s.  2S,  to  ezteiti  tem 
of  Engliah  Patent  when  a  Poreign  Patent  for  the 
same  invention  haa  expired.    In  tb  Blasb'b  Pi- 
ment     ------    W 

See  aieo  Fobubh  JcDaaisR;  MABmn 
Lien* 

LACHBS:  &«  Bailee. 

LSAVE  TO  APPEAL :  iS^  AnnuL 

LB&AOT,  power  of  Testator  quotas dieponS^^ 

Code  Civil :  See  Colonial  Law.    10. 
LBglTlMATIOy  PEB  SfTBBBIflVTXB  lUSBMB^ 

HlUir :  See  Colonul  Law.    6, 10. 
LBTTXB8  07  EEQDtBST:    See   EccLBUASTiCiL 

Law.    1. 
LXTTBBSPATXBT:  ^^Pavent. 
LBX  POBI:  See  BowottT  DOMiK    1. 
LIBBL]    1.  In  an  action  of  libel  the  defematory 
words  set  out  in  the  declaration  must  be  proreil 
as  laid,  and  it  is  a  fatal  variance  if  the  words  as 
alleged  are  materially  qualified  by  evidence  of 
words  not  contained  in  the  declaration  althongh 
such  words  as  qualified  are  still  libetlons.    Bim 
r.  Bbato         -  -  -  -         -    W 

2.  In  an  action  brou^t  ia  Her  Majestj'i 

Supreme  Court  for  China  and  Japan,  for  faiKre- 
preijcntations  made  by  the  Defendant,  occupjiu? 
an  official  post  in  tho  service  of  the  Emperor  <ti 
China  to  tho  Tsuna-U-Yamcn,  the  head  of  the 
Foreign  Board  at  r eking,  respecting  the  condurf 
of  the  Plaintiff  as  a  Professor  in  the  College  esta- 
blished there,  which  led  to  his  dismissal  by  that 
Board,  the  alleged  miereprescntatiooa  being,  that 
the  Plaintiff  had  asked  to  be  relieved  ixom  his 
duties  aud  declined  to  perform  them,  and  that  he 
had  absented  hmiself  from  PtJctng  at  a  time  when 
his  active  services  might  be  required  at  the  College. 
The  Defendant,  in  reply,  denied  that  he  had  made 
any  false  representations,  and  asserted  that  such 
representations  as  he  had  made  were  conidned  in 
a  report  made  by  him  in  tho  course  of  Lis  duty 
as  an  oflKoer  of  the  Chinese  Government  The 
Judge,  in  his  summing-up,  directed  the  Jury  that, 
whothar  the  Defendant  .had. n^de  UJab^^tf^- 
tations,  and  the  Chineee  Government  h^d  dis- 
missed the  Plaintiff  in  oonaeouence,  wsr^atbii^ 
specially  for  the  Jury  to  consider,  andl  wh^bw  the 
representations  were  warranted  by' facts.  The 
Jury  found  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  gave  large  da- 
mages. A  rule  niei  was  aft6rwatd3  ohlai^ed  ioc  a 
nonsuit  or  Kew  Trial,  on  the  ground  of  misdirec- 
tion, and  that  the  verdict  was  against  evidence. 
The  misdirections  complained  of  were  (l)f  fl^t  the 
Judge  did  not  direct  the  Jury  that  the  representa- 
tions were  privileged ;  (2),  not  leaving  totheJary 
the  question,  whether  the  representations  were 
wilfully  false,  and  (3),  that  there  was  no  evidence 
to  ^o  to  the  jury  that  the  representations  were 
wilfuDv  fiilse.  The  Supreme  Court  discharged 
the  rule.  On  appeal  .'^Ife&i,  by  the  Judicial 
Committee  that  the  Judge's  ennuning-np  was  eTr»- 
neons,  that  the  repreaentationscomfuainedof  were 
privileged  communications,  that  the  Judge  ought 
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UVEL—oontinued.  ' 

to  have  ezpUdned  ta  the  Jury  the  relfttioB  uid 
poaitiMi  of  tbe  parties,  and  liave  told  them  that 
ibo  aetion  would  not  lie,  if  the  statements  were 
made  hcvortl;  and  in  a  Mief  of  their  troth  with- 
out pioof  of  express  matioe.  and  not  whether  they 
were  warranted  in  isct>  and  that  the  burden  was 
on  the  Plaintiff  to  firove  that  they  were  not  so 
«i[ule.    Habt  v.  Ggmpacii    -         .         -     499 

fl, The  Charge  of  a  Bishop  to  his  Clergy 

in  Convocation  is  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  Uie 
term,  a  privileged  oommnnication  ;  on  the  well- 
known  principle  that  a  communication  made  hornf 
fide  upon  any  snbjeci-mattop  in  whkli  the  party 
Jias  on  interest,  or  in  xeferenco  to  which  he  has^  or 
honestly  believes  he  has,  a  duty,  is  privileged,  if 
made  to  a  penon  having  a  oocreaj^ooMling  inteii^t 
oj-  duty,  although  it  contains  criminAiory  matter 
>vhich  without  tijat  privUcgo  would  bv/'  defunatpcy 
and  actionabTe;  provided  that  the  occasion  on 
which  the  communication  is^made  rebuts  the  •prima 
facie  inference  of  maKoe  in  fact  arhing  from  a 
statement  prejndidal  to  the  character  of  the 
Plaintifi^  and  the  onus  is  upon  him  to  prove  that 
there  wae  actual  malice,  that  the  Defendant  was 
actuated  by  motive;)  of  personal  spite  or  ill-wUl  in- 
dependent of  the  occasion  on  which  the  communi- 
cation was  made.  So  lidd^  where  the  Bishop  of 
Sodor  and  Man,  in  a  charge  to  his  Clergv  iu  Con- 
vocation, commented  on  a  speech  made  by  a  Bar-  I 
rister  in  his  character  of  an  Advocate  instructed  ; 
to  opix)ee  ft  Bill  before  the  House  of  Keys  pro-  I 
moted  by  the  Govemmrnt,  vesting  admtional  , 
Ecclesiastical  patronage  in  the  Bishop,  in  which  | 
he  impugned  the  conduct  of  the  Bishop,  and  at-  ' 
tributi'd  to  him  motives  and  oonduet  unworthy  of 
his  character  and  position  :— jHTeW,  also,  that  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  warranted  the  Bishop 
in  sending  such  eharge  to  a  Newspaper  for  publi- 
cation ;  and  tiiat  such  course  being  in  sclf-defenoo 
rebutted  any  presumption  of  malice  on  the  part  of 
the  Bishop.  SomerviOe  v.  Hawkins  (10  C.  B.  583) 
and  8pia  v.  Maule  (Law  Bep.  4  Ex.  282)  followed. 
—The  cases  of  Wliiteley  v.  Adams  (15  C.  B.  (N.B.) 
392)  and  WtigU  v.  WoodgaU  (2  C.  M.  &  R.  573) 
recognized  and  affirmed.  Lauohtoit  r.  Thk 
Bishop  of  Sodob  xsd  Man  ...  495 
IIEK:  See  >Ubitiue  Likn;  Sbpabatb  Estate 

OF  Mabbqbd  Woaian. 
LIKITATIOH  or  SUITS  ACT  (IHDIA)  Vo.  Xiy.^07 

1869 :  See  Divobck. 
JJkJiJsu  TiTATUTiTTY ;  See  Pabtn^bsbip.    I. 
LOWEB  CAKADAi  LAW  07 :  See  Colonial  Law. 

1,  2,  3,  5, 7,  8. 

KAIICS,  PB007  07,  ACTUAX  OB  nPBJBSSZD: 

See  ItiUEL. 
XABimiE  USH.]  The  Jurisdiction  conferred 
on  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  by  sect  5  of  the 
AdnuraUy  CouH  Act,  1861  (24  Vict.  c.  10)  ''  over 
any  claim  for  necessaries  supplied  to  any  ship 
elsewhere  than  in  the  port  to  which  the  ship  be- 
longs "  does  not  create  a  maritime  lien,  or  render 
the  ship  chargeable  for  aece6saries.-^A  British 
Colonial  Vessel  was  mortgaged  by  her  Owners  to 
B.  The  Mortgage  was  duly  registered  under  the 
Merchant  Shippina  Act,  1854.  In  February,  1868, 
whilst  lying  lu  the  Port  of  London,  the  Appel- 


XABITDGB  LZXff-^esntiJittME. 
iMita,  OA  the  Girder  of  the  Moater^did  work  and 
foraisfaiBd  Bupplies  to  the  ship  neoesMry  to  put 
her  in  a  seaworthy  condition.  In  Ju^,  1868,  B, 
executed  an  instrument  teanaferring  the  Morteage 
to  the  Respondent.  This  transfer  was  without 
valuable  consideration,  and  was  not  regieteied, 
being  made  to  enable  the  Bespondent  to  take 
charge  of  the  Ship  for  B.^  the  morts:agee.  Th  the 
samer  month  the  Respondent  toc^  pOMeistoii  of 
the  6h^»  The  A^fwlants  having  instituted  a 
suit  against  the  Ship  to  recover  the  aniount  due 
to  them  for  the  work  and  supplies,  the  Respondent 
intervened.  At  the  lime  of  the  institiitioQ  of  the 
suit  the  ship  was  under  the  arrest  of  the  Courts 
at  the  instance  of  two  of  her  crew  who  had  insti- 
tuted a  cause  of  wages ;  the  owners  of  the  Ship 
were  domiciled  in  Nova  Scotia,  The  Ship  having 
been  sold,  the  proceeds  were  found  insufficient  to 
satisfy  the  «laim  of  the  Appellants  (the  mate- 
rial men)  and  the  Mortgage  Utibti^ffeld  (affirm- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  Court  b«lMr)  that  the 
Respondent,  the  Asrignee  of  the  Mortgagee,  was 
entitled  to  have  his  Mortgago  Debt  satisfied  before 
the  Appellants  were  paid  the  amount  of  their 
claim.    Thb"TwoEllbn8*  -         -     161 

yAKKTT.7)  WOKAK,  DEBTS  07:  See  S&pabatb 

Estate  or  Mabbisd  IVoman. 
XASIBB  07  SKIP,  authority  of,  to  sell  goods  of 
absent  Owner;  duty  of  Master  U>  communicate 
with  Owner  if  practicable.    Tub  Adstbax^abiak 
Stbam  Navigation  Comfaih:  «.  Mobsb     -     2SZ 
MAfXBIAL  Mn :  See  MABrmnt  Linr. 
MATOirnrS,  law  07 :  See  Colomtial  Law.    10, 
UISBIBECTZOV :  iS(;«  LiBEX.    1. 
MOKmOK,  DiaOBEDIEirOE  07 :  See  Comteupx. 
KOBfOAOB  07  SKIP :  ^00  MARnrooB  Lmr. 
MUTtTAL  WILI,  power  by  Roman-Dutch  law  of 
surviving  spouse  to  revoke.  DsixYtSES  e.  Mosnarr 

[286 
KATAI,  tA*W  07 :  See  Pabtnership.    1. 
BAYIGAXIOK :  See  Qmv  and  Shifpikg. 
HE0B88ABIEB :  See  Mabitdib  Libh. 
HBOXflBOnT,  WHAT  OOmnrUTEB:  See  Cabgo. 
HBOIIOBKGE:   See  Bailes;  Onus  Phobandi; 

Ship  and  Shipping. 
NEW  TBIAL :  See  Coloniaju  Law.    11. 
KOBXAK  LAW  BiaaZHBBD  IV  JIB8I7:  Sea 

Colonial  Law.  6. 
KOnCE  by  Master  of  Ship  to  Owner  of  Goods 
necessary,  when  practicable,  before  resorting  to 
sale.  The  Ai'Stralasian  Steam  Navigation 
Company  v.  Morse  -  -  «  -  d88 
mjyCUPATtVB  WnX  :  See  Oolonial  Law.    8. 

OKUS  FBOBABBLl  Held,  affirming  the  princi- 
ples laid  down  in  The  Bdina  (8  Notes  of  Cases, 
210),  that  where  in  a  cause  of  collision  the  defence 
of  inevitable  accident  is  raised  tlie  onus  of  pit»f 
lies,  in  the  first  instance,  on  those  who  brin^  the 
snit  against  the  Vessel,  and  seek  to  be  indemnified 
for  damage  sustained ;  and  does  not  attach  to  the 
Vessel  proceeded  sgainst  until  Aprimd/aeie  case 
of  negligence  and  want  of  due  seamanship  is 
shewn.    Thb  *' Mabpesia  "  -  -         -     818 
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PABTNXS8HIP.]  In  a  suit  broaght  by  iht 
Official  Hanager  of  a  Partnership  and  Joint  Stock 
Company  appointed  under  the  Nalxd  Windinp-np 
Oidioance,  No.  Id  of  1866,  agataat  a  registered 
Bhareholder,  for  an  inatalment  on  a  Call  inade  by 
Ordor  of  the  Supseme  Court,  tbe  Defendant 
pleaded  Ordinanoe  No.  4  of  I84d,  of  the  Colony, 
under  the  provisions  of  vhioh  he  alleged  the 
oompaoy  was  incorpoiated,  and  that  having  paid 
bis  shares  in  full  he  was  not  liable  for  any  debts 
due  or  iiKUrrod  by  the  Company.  The  Sioficeme 
•Court  of  NaUd  hM^  upon  the  conatriiction  of  the 
Deed  of  Agreement  constituting  the  Oompany  and 
the  OnUnance  No.  4  of  1849,  enabling  the  Conv- 
pany  to  carry  the  same  into  effect,  that  such 
Uidinance  did  not  incorporate  the  Company  so  as 
to  exempt  the  Shareholders  from  individual  lia- 
bility in  respect  of  the  debts  of  the  Company, 
but  only  oon&rred  on  them  facilities  for  carrying 
on  the  business  of  the  Company,  and  the  objects 
H)f  the  original  Deed  whereby  it  was  constituted. 
Such  oonstruction  and  decision  confirmed,  on 
appeal,  by  the  Judicial  Committee.  Aldbidoje 
«.  Oato  .  -  -         -  .     818 

&  -"^-^  Agreement  in  writing  entered  into 
•between  W,  d:  Co.,  Britiah  Merchants,  carrying  on 
•business  at  Calcutta  with  a  Hindoo  Rajtidh,  by 
which,  in  oonsideration  of  moneys  already  aa- 
Tanced,  and  whiclf  might  be  thereafter  advanced 
by  the  Rajah  to  them,  they  agreed  to  carry  on  the 
bosiness  subject  to  the  control  of  the  Sajah  in 
several  particulars,  stipulating  that  the  Bajali 
should  receive  a  commission  of  twenty  per  cent, 
on  all  profits  made  by  the  Firm  until  the  whole 
amount  of  tho  debt  due  to  him  should  be  paid  off 
with  twelve  per  oent.  interest  upon  all  cash  ad- 
Tanccs  which  had  been  or  might  be  thereafter 
made  bv  him  to  the  Firm.  Further  advances 
lisring  been  made  by  the  Bigah  to  the  Firm, 
W,  d:  Co,  executed  to  him  a  mortgage  of  certain 
Tea  plantations,  to  secure  the  then  amount  of  his 
advances,  under  which  the  Bfyah  by  a  Deed  re- 
leased his  right  to  commission  and  interest  under 
ihe  original  agreement  between  them.  No  pro- 
•oeeds  of  the  businoss  were  ever  received  by  tho 
Rajah,  and  thoutth  he  was  credited  in  the  books 
of  the  Firm  with  a  considerable  sum,  that  sum 
was  never  received  by  him,  and  was  aft^wards 
written  back  in  the  books  of  the  Firm.  The  Rajah 
did  not  interfere  or  exercise  any  such  control  in 
the  business  as  to  make  him  an  ostensible  Partner 
in  the  Firm : — Held,  that  having  regard  to  the 
restrictions  and  modifications  made  of  late  in  ilie 
rule  of  law  formerly  prevailing,  that  participation 
in  the  net  proceeds  of  a  business  made  the  J?arti- 
'oipant  Itaols  em  a  Partner  to  third  parties ;  aad 
looking  at  the  whole  soope  of  the  agreement,  the 
primary  object  was  to  give  security  to  the  Raiah 
as  a  Creditor  of  the  Firm  of  W,  &  Co.,  and  that 
tho  participation  given  him  in  the  net  profits  of 
the  business  was  not  sufficient  to  establiui  a  part- 
nership between  TT.  &  Co.  and  the  Raiah  as 
re^rded  third  parties.— Although  a  right  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  profits  of  a  Trade  is  a  strong  test  of 
partnership,  and  there  may  be  cases  where,  from 
such  perception  alone,  it  may  as  a  presumption — 
not  of  law,  but  of  fact— be  enforced,  yet  whether 
that  relation  does  or  does  not  exist  must  depend 
on  tho  real  intention  and  contract  of  the  parties. 
—The  cases  of  Cox  v.  Hickman  (8  H.  L.  C. 


PAETBKRRHTP — oon^tntied. 
and  J^ifOsn  v.  Bhatfe  (Law  Bepi  1  C.  P.  86)ie- 
ferrod  to  and  acted  on.—- In  the  absence  of  aay 
law  or  establislied  cmtora  existing  in  India  in 
re»pect  to  partnership  transactions^  the  law  of 
England  is  to  be  resorted  to  for  prindplas  and 
rules  to  guide  the  Courts.  At  the  same  time  the 
usages  of  trade  and  habits  of  business  of  the  In- 
dian Communitv,  so  far  as  they  may  be  pecnilisr 
or  differ  from  those  in  England,  are  to  be  tsken 
into  oonsideratioo.  MoLLWO,  Kabch,  &  Co.  r. 
The  CouBT  OF  Waads  -  -         -    41S 

PATnT :  See  Pbactice.    1,  2. 

X.  Expdsition  of  the  principles  which  leguUte 
the  Judicial  Conmiittee  in  recommending  tlie 
Crown  to  extend  the  term  of  Letters  Patent  of  &n 
invention,  consisting  of  a  communication  from  a 
Foreigner  residing  abroad,  who  had,  previously 
to  the  Ekiglish  Patent  taken  out  a  Patent  for  tlie 
same  invention  in  a  Foreign  Stato.  J^  re  Joss- 
SDK's  Patbut  -----     75 

%  — —  Upon  the  constraction  of  Sect  S5  of 
15  &  16  Vict  c  83:<-H0M;tfaat  that  seotioiidoes 
not  t4>ply  where  sn  Eoglisli  Patent  is  takea  out 
in  this  country,  before  a  Patent  for  the  ssme  in- 
vention is  obtained  in  a  foreign  oouniry.— A  Pateot 
^  by  American  subjects  was  taken  out  in  this  ooon- 
I  try  and  shortly  afterwards  in  AsBMrioa  and  iituM 
for  t|ie  same  invention.  After  the  expiratioD  of 
the  French  Patent,  and  within  a  few  months  of 
the  expiration  of  the  American  Patent,  applica- 
tion was  made  for  a  prolongation  of  the  English 
Patent.  6uch  application  refused,  as  the  Judifliil 
Committee  wooki  not,  on  the  ground  of  genenl 
policy,  leoommend  a  renewal  of  the  Eogliah 
Mtent  afber  the  Flnench  Patent  had  been  allowed 
to  expire.    In  re  Winam's  Pathit  -         -      98 

8. A  Patent  was  first  taken  out  in  Amt- 

rita,  afterwards  in  England,  and  two  day»  after 
the  date  of  tiie  English  Patent  the  invention  wss 
patented  in  France.  The  French  Pbtsnt  wss 
allowed  to  drop.  On  an  application  for  prolonga- 
tion of  the  English  Patent  :—J2e2d,  foUowiag 
Winan'9  Patent  (Law  Bep.  4  P.  0.  98),  that 
although  the  Judicial  Committee  might  hare 
jurisdiction  under  the  20th  section  of  the  15  k  16 
Vict  e.  88,  to  entertain  the  applioation,  yet,  on 
the  ground  of  public  policy,  ss  the  French  Patent 
had  been  allowed  to  expire,  they  would  not  in  the 
exeroise  of  the  discretion  vested  in  them  recom- 
m^id  the  extension  of  the  term  of  the  £ngli»h 
Patent    In  re  Blake's  Patjevt      -         -    535 

4. In  drcnmstances  shewing  a  want  of 

adequate  remuneration,  an  extension  of  the  teim 
of  Letters  Patent  granted  for  six  vears.  In  esti- 
mating the  profite  derived  from  the  Patent  the 
Judicial  Committee  will  take  into  consideration  a 
deduction  from  the  profite  of  the  Patent  for  the 
personal  expenses  of  the  Patentee,  for  the  exclu- 
sive devotion  of  his  time  in  bringing  the  Tatent 
into  practical  operation  and  public  notice.  /»  n 
Cabb's  Patent  -         -         -         -    689 

6.  —  Petition  for  extension  of  term  of  let- 
ters Patent,  effect  of  omission  to  stete  fairly  and 
fully  all  matters  relating  to  the  Patent  Inrt 
Pitmak's  Patent  -  -  -  -  84 
FSarAITT.]  Whero  a  Statute  inflicte  a  penalty 
for  not  domg  an  act  provided  for,  the  penaUy 
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TESKLTY—eontinued, 

enacted  impliea  that  there  iaa  legal  oompiiUioii  to 
do  tiie  act  in  qnestton,  and  this  principle  Is  not 
affected  by  the  fact  that  the  penalty  has  a  parti- 
cidar  desiinaiion.    Teb"  HiBEiufXAN"     •     611 

PLSjU)XHrO.]  1.  If  a  Plaintiff  in  a  collision  init 
intends  to  rely  npon  a  particnlar  act  of  negli|?enoe 
by  the  Defendant,  he  is  bound  specifically  to 
allege  that  act  in  his  pleadiogs,  and  ft  is  not  suf- 
ficient that  the  act  may  be  included  generally  in 
an  allegation  in  the  pleadings,  which  do  not  state 
clearlT  such  particular  act ;  as  it  is  likely  to  mis- 
lead the  Defendant,  and  prerent  his  being  pre- 
pared to  meet  that  particular  case.    Thb  *'  Mab- 

PB8IA'* M« 

2.  Senible.    Where  the  rules  of  pleading 

in  a  Court  in  a  ForeiKu  Oonntry  havinff  jurisdic- 
tion over  British  Subjects,  are  by  petition  and 
answer,  the  seyeral  paragm^hs  of  the  answer  can 
be  read  together  and  not  as  in  English  pleadings 
treated  as  separate  pleas.  Habtv.Gvmpaob   488 

S. If  the  relief  sought  by  the  Bill  is 

based  on  fraud,  the  failure  to  proye  it  is  fatal;  but 
if  by  striking  out  of  the  Bill  the  charge  of  fiaud 
there  is  sufficient  equity  stated  and  proyed»  and 
the  charge  of  fraud  is  only  subsidiary,  it  is  a 
matter  only  affecting  costs.  Thb  Lohdon  Chab- 
TEREn  3akk  of  Austbalia  v.  Lempbi&bb       678 

POWSB    07    APPOnmCEHT    B7    XABBXEB 

WOMAlf— Exercise  of:    See  Separatb 
Estate  of  Married  Woicak. 

PBACTXCS :  See  also  App^l. 

1.  As  the  recommendation  to  the  Grown 

for  the  prolongation  of  the  term  of  Letters  Patent 
is  a  matter  of  discretion  in  the  Judicial  Oommittee, 
it  is  imperatiyely  necessary  that  the  petition 
for  such  prolongation  should  state  fairly  and 
fi]dly  eyery thing  relating  to  the  Patent ;  an  omis- 
sion to  do  so  is  fatal  to  the  application.— Where 
the  petition  omitted  to  state  that  the  Patent  was, 
in  fact,  a  communication  from  a  Foreigner  liying 
abroad,  who  had  preyiously  to  the  EogUsh  patent 
patented  the  same  inyention  in  Americaj  and 
that  the  American  Patent  had  expired,  though 
afterwards  renewed  in  ^mmea,  the  Judicial  Ccmi- 
mittee,  in  the  circumstances,  refused  the  applica- 
tion.   In  re  Pitman's  Patent      ,*  -         -       84 

2. Account  of  profits  and  loss  filed  by  a 

Patentee  on  his  application  for  a  prolongation  of 
the  term  of  Letters  Patent,  bein^  irim&faeie  un- 
satisfactory, the  Judicial  Committee  directed  the 
question  of  accounts  to  be  taken  before  consider- 
ing the  merits  of  the  inyention. — As  the  accounts 
were  not  satisfactorily  explained,  the  application 
for  a  prolongation  was  refiised.  J»  re  Wield's 
Patent  -----      89 

8. The  Appellate  Court  will  not  interfere 

with  the  discretion  of  a  Judge  on  a  question  of 
procedure  of  a  Colonial  Court.    BAimr «.  Brato 

[287 

4. It  is  too  late  for  theBespondentat  the 

hearing  to  take  an  objection  to  the  competency  of 
the  appeal  on  the  ground  that  the  subject  matter 
of  the  suit  did  not  inyolve  the  proBcribsd  appeal- 
able yalue ;  such  objection  not  haying  been  taken 
in  the  Beepondent's  case.  The  proper  oourse 
would  haye  been  for  the  Bespondent  to  moye  in 


I  TBACrnCS—con^tntfed. 

I  the  first  iostanoe  to  dismiss  the  appeal  on  that 
j  ground.    Aldbidob  «.  Cato  -         -     818 

A,  «...  Pending  an  appeal,  the  Bespondent 
died  intestate  leaying  childiien,  who  by  reason  of 
litigation  respecting  their  Fother^s  right  of  snoees- 
sion,  objected  to  be  made  Bespondenta  The 
Judicial  Committee  directed  the  petition  to  xe- 
yiye,  to  stand  over,  with  liberty  to  i^pjy  to  the 
Boyal  Court  of  Jersey  to  appoint  a  proper  person 
to  represent  the  estate.  The  Boyal  Court  ap- 
pointed the  Viscount  of  the  Islimd  as  Official 
repreeentatiye  of  the  estate,  and  the  appeal  was 
reyiyed  in  his  name.    La  Cloche  v.  La  CIiOcbb 


6. Although  as  a  general  rule,  the  Judi- 
cial Committee  wiQ  not  reyerse  the  concurrent 
findings  of  Courts  in  India  on  a  question  of  fttct,. 
yet  there  may  be  circumstances  to  take  such  find- 
ings out  of  the  scope  of  the  general  rule,  as  in  the 
case  of  a  diyoroe  h,  vinculo^  in  which,  by  Act 
Ko.  TV.  of  1869,  sect.  17,  a  decree  made  by  the 
Court  of  First  Instance  is  only  binding  on  con- 
firmation by  the  Chief  Court,  which  decree  is  not 
to  be  considered  as  a  separate  judgment.  Hat  v. 
GoanoiT  -----     337 

FBACTICE  IK  THE  ABimiALTY  C0UBT6~.^Vn 

objection  to  a  suit  on  the  ground  of  the  non-pro- 
duction, or  insufficient  proof;  of  a  proxy,  is  a  pre- 
liminary ol^jeotion  to  be  taken  on  motion  and  not 
by  protest,  and  the  proper  course  for  the  Vice- 
Admiralty  Court,  in  such  circumstances,  is  to 
stay  the  proceedings  for  the  production  of  proof, 
until  sufficient  evidence  is  produced,  and  not  to 
allow  the  cause  to  proceed  to  a  hearing,  and  then 
dismiss  the  suit  on  the  ground  that  there  was  uo 
sufficient  proof  of  the  proxy.    Tmh  "  Euxine  *'     8 

psAcnGE  nr  the  abchss  coubt  oh  bipos- 

SIOH  OF  ABTIGLES :  See  EoolssIastioax* 
Law.    2. 
PBIOBITT :  See  Mabitime  Lten. 
PBIVILEGSD  COXXinnCATIOH :  See  Libel. 
PBOBATB,  OKAHT  OF,  HOT  OOHCLTJBIYE  B7 
LAW  OF  LOWSB  CAHABA: 
See  CoLOKiAL  Law.    3. 
FBOCEBtJBE — The  principles   relating  to  part- 
nership  transactions  which  guide   the 
Courts  in  India.    See  Pabtneuship,    2. 
P&0FE8SI0HAL  KIBGOHDUCT :  Sen  Bahrister. 
PBOFTOI — ^Allowance  to  Patentee  in  taking  ac- 
count of  profits  for  loss  of  time  iu  bringing  Patent 
into  pubUe  use.    In  re  Cabb's  Patent      -     639 

raoipyqATioH  of  tebh  of  lettebs  pa- 

TEXT:  /Sea Patent. 

FB0X7—It  is  the  practice  in  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  as  to  Proxies  for  Proctors  to  proceed 
without  the  exhibition  of  a  Proxy  until  called 
upon  to  produce  it;  and  when  called  on  they 
satisfy  the  requisite  requirement  by  stating  the 
names  of  the  parties  for  whom  they  appear.--Such 
practice  in  this  respect  is  the  same  in  the  Vice- 
Admiralty  Courts  abroad,  where  Proctors  are  not 
bound  to  do  more  under  s.  40  of  the  Bules  and 
Halations  made  in  pursuance  of  the  Statute, 
2  Will.  4^  c.  51,  s.  1,  and  Order  in  Council  of  the 
27th  of  June,  1832,  unless  called  upon  to  do  so  by 
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an  Order  of  the  Court.  The  production  of  a  Proxy 
which  on  the  fuce  of  it  fe  dtily  signed  and  sealed 
is  a  sofBcient  compliance  with  an  Order  of  the 
Ooort  to  produce  the  Proxy,  without  p^aof  of  the 
handwriting  of  the  BttiicriUfaig  witneaaeB:  tlkf& 
onus  of  proof  of  the  insufBcienoy  of  the  proxy,  if 
questioned,  is  on  the  pM^iayeo^idAg  i^  Tae 
"Euxike"  -  -  -  •  .-  8 
?XJBUOPOLICfT:i0e«PATBirT.  1,2. 
PVBLIO  Un :  See  Fasisvt«    2. 

^WnOV  ClFTAXjt :  SeeTRACiiCB,    6. 
QUOmS  PZBPOBISU;  See  Cou>JiUuJ^\f,    IQ^ 

SAIIWAT :  See  Goloioal  Law.    2. 
BX/kLPBX8XVCX:  See  EoomiMnQ^t  Im.V»    8U 

Biai8T&4Tio]i  oy  TBAimrsn  w  hif:  sw 

Maritime  Likn. 

ItXUOIOUB  SPXrCATIOH  07  DTVAHT  QBDEREB 
XO  BS  BKOUOKT  UP  IH  THX  ULIQJO  V 
OP  TSE  FATEXB.  Skinkekv.  Orpb   60 

HZIOTJB :  See  Oqlonxal  Law.    7. 

XBVITOB  OP  APPEAL :  See  Praottce.    5. 

aBvocAxioy  by  sukvivibo   spovbb  op 

MUTUAL  VnXJt,    Denyssen  v,  Mqstebt 


BOXAK-BUTCK  LAW :  See  CcAOHUb  Law.    i(, 
BUZM  AFB  BflOOLAflOFB  FOB  PBBVBRI1I0 

QOLUQIIONS   BT  fTEAX   aBDDB:    See 

8hif  and  SnippiNa. 
BULBS  AXD  AWUIAfiOBB  A8  TO  YKS^ABH^ 

BALT7  COUBTB  ABBOAB :  See  I*boxt. 

8AGBAHBKT  :  See  EocLSSiAsncAL  Law.  2. 
BALE  OP.  GOODS  OP  AH  AB8XHT  OWBiBB  BT. 
XABTBB  OP  SHIP — ^When  and  under  what  cir- 
cumstances justifiable.  The  4cKiui4A0UJr0TEJUi 
Navigation  Company  v,  Mobsb  -  -  282 
SEOOBBAAT  XVIDEHGE ;  See  Evidmnce. 
8EPABATE  ESSATB  OP  MiBBITO  WOXAB— 
The  proi)erty  of  a  married  wotnan  settled  by  an 
ante-nuptial  Settlement  for  her  separate  use  for 
life,  with  remainder  as  she  should  bv  Deed  oe 
Will  appoint,  with  remainder  in  failure  of  ap- 
pointment to  her  Executors  or  Administrators,  ib 
an  absolute  settlement  for  her  sole  and  sepamte 
use,  without  restraint  on  anticipation,  and  vests  in 
equity  the  entire  corpus  in  her  for  all  jwrposes. 
— A.t  a  Widow  and  the  administratrix  of  Ixcr  de- 
ceased Husband  (who  had  died  intestate),  and 
entitled  to  Dower  os  to  his  real  estate,  and  to  a 
third  of  his  personal  estate,  bein^  about  to  con- 
tract a  second  marriage,  executed  with  her  intended 
Husband  a  Settlement  whereby  she  settled  the 
estate  she  was  so  possessed  of  and  entitled  to.  to 
her  sole  and  separate  use,  with  power  of  appoint- 
ment by  Deed  or  Will,  and  with  his  consent  gave 
a  Letter  instructing  her  Bankers  to  keep  separate 
accounts,  and  to  consider  any  private  overdraft 
by  her  on  her  own  account,  secured  by  the  ad- 
ministrative deposits  in  their  hands.  At  this  time 
two  sums  of  £0000  and  £8000  were  in  deposit 
on  such  account,  and  subaequontly  various  other 
sums  were,  from  time  to  time,  paid  in  by  her  to 
the  same  account,  and  placed  at  interest  with  the 


8EFASATE  ESTATE  OP  ITAlritTW)  WOICAH- 

conHtmed.' 
Bank,  who  allowed  her  to  overdraw  her  priTat« 
account  on  the  strength  of  the  arrangement  so 
made. — By  .her  Will  she  executed  the  power  of 
appointment  reserved  to  her  by  the  Settlement, 
and  having  at  the  time  of  lier  death  overdniwn 
her  private  account  to  a  considerable  amount  tbe 
Banxers  claimed,  as  against  the  parties  interested 
under  the  Will,  to  retain  the  sums  so  paid  into 
their  hands  on  account  of  the  administratiTe 
account,  and  especially  the  sums  of  £6000  and 
£S000  so  deposited  with  them  in  payment  of  the 
sums  due  to  them  on  account  of  tbe  overdrafts 
made  by  her  on  her  private  account,  and  brought 
a  suit  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  d)e  Colony  of 
Victoria  to  enforce  such  Hen.  The  Supreme  Court 
dismissed  the  suit  i^lTeld  by  the  Judicial  Com- 
mittee, reversing  such  decision,  that  whether  or 
not  the  Bankers  had  notice  of  the  Settlement 
(which  fttfrt  was  uncertain)  tlic  letter  of  instruc- 
tion to  them  by  A,  was  a  valid  execution  of  the 
right  feserved  by  her,  as  regarded  the  two  sums 
of  £6060  and  £8000  then  in  Hh^h-  bands,  and  in 
the  atanoe  of  fraud  gitve  the  Bankers  a  lien  on 
those  soma  for  any  ftiture  overdiafl  tliat  might 
be  made  in  aceotdance  with  tho  terns  of  such 
Letter.->Tbe  dictum  of  Lord  Justice  l^itner  in 
the  ease  of  Johruon  v.  GaUaghet  (8  D.  F.  fr  J. 
4M)  w  to  the  liabiltty  of  tte  sapan^  estate  of  s 
'  mamed  woman  for  debts  oontraoMiirfth  reference 
to  sQoh  estate  apyiM>red  and  adopted.    The  case 
of  Shaitock  V.  ShaOoek  (Law  Bep.  2  Eq.  182)  dis- 
sented from.    Tbb  Lovdon  Obartkekd  Baim  op 

AtiffntALtA  V.  LEMPBlfeRE       ^  -  -      578 

BBff  AOEHT:  See  Bottomry  J^iiP,    2. 

SHIP  ABB  SUIPPIBH.]  1.  ArtiMe  IGofthe  Adnd- 
ralty  Kegolations  for  preventmg  Collisions  at  Sea 
only  applies  when  there  isa  cantinootts  approach- 
ing of  two  Steamships.— When  two  Shi]^  under 
I  Steam  **  are  meeting  end  on,  or  neatly  end  on,  so 
i  as  to  involve  risk  of  collision,*  as  provided  for  in 
I  Article  1.3,  and  one  of  them  at  a  proper  distance, 
ports  her  helm  snfBoiently  to  put  iier  on  a  course 
which  will  carry  herolenrof  the  other,  and  enable 
her  to  pass  on  the  port  side,  she  thereby  deter- 
mines the  risk,  and  is  not  approaching  another 
Ship  so  as  **  to  involve  risk  <n  ooUision,*  withm 
the  meaning  of  Article  16,  and  is  not  bound  to 
slacken  speed  or  stop.  The  '*  Jesmottd  "  and  The 

"BAELOFELOHf"  -  -  -  -         1 

S.  Two  Sailing  Vessels  approaching  stem 

on  in  such  a  manner  as  that  under  the  &iUug 
Rules  each  would  be  bound  to  port,  being  in  a 
dense  fog,  only  sighted  each  other  at  a  distance 
of  about  200  vards.  The  Defendants'  Vessel 
having  been  close  hauled  on  the  port  tack,  was 
then  preparing  to  go  about,  and  had  eased  off  her 
head  sheets.  Both  vessels  immediately  ported, 
but  came  into  collision.  Only  one  minute  elapsed 
between  the  time  of  sighting  and  the  collision. 
The  Plaintiffs'  petition  alleged  that  tbe  De- 
fendants' vessel  neglected  to  port,  and  it  was 
stated,  in  answer  to  a  question  by  the  Judge 
I  of  the  Admiralty  Court,  that  the  head  sheets  of 
the  Defendants'  Vessel  were  not  again  hauled 
,  aft.  On  this  evidence  that  Vessel  was  held  to 
;  bhime  by  the  Admiralty  Courts  on  the  ground 
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-SHI?  JOm  ^nBHKG^-oeneMii^ 
^hat  she  had  not  executed  all  the  proper  maaodu- 
vres  ii^hioh  she  might  have  executed  after  sighting 
the  other  Vessel; — Held  (reversing  the.  decision 
of  tho  Admiralty  Court),  that  the  collision  was 
the  result  of  an  inevitable  accident,  the  Defen- 
dants* Vessel  having  done  all  that  could  ho 
•effected  by  ordinary  care,  caution,  or  maritime 
skill  in  the  short  space  of  time  that  elapsed ;  and 
that  the  Plaintiffs,  if  they  meant  to  rely  upon  tho 
fact  that  the  head  sheets  had  not  been  again 
liauled  back,  ought  to  have  alleged  that  fact  in 
-their  petition  as  the  cause  of  the  collision ;  the 
'allegation  of  neglect  to  port  not  sufficiently  indi- 
•eating  the  natiut)  of  such  omission. — It  is  a  rule 
in  the  Admiralty  Court  in  cases  where  a  collision 
is  found  to  be  the  result  of  inevitable  accident,  to 
make  no  order  as  to  costs,  unless  it  can  be  shewn 
that  the  suit  was  brought  unreasonably  and  with- 
out sufficient  prima  facie  grounds.  This  rule 
followed  by  the  Appellate  Court.  2^«  London 
<Br.  &  L.  82)  approved.    The  "  Habtesia  '*    212 

3.  — **-  It  is  the  general  practice  for  Steam 
Vessels  going  down  the  Biver  Thames  to  keerp  on 
the  NorQi  side.  I(  thfireforo,  a  V^sael  roondiiig 
a  bend  on  the  north  aide^  under  a  port  helm,  on 
hec  way  up  the  Biver,  sees  the  red  ligpht  of  one 
rounding  the  same  bend  on  her  way  down,  over 
tier  starboard  bow,  and  neater  the  North  side 
thftn  she  is  heraeJUtt  she  m  not  justified  in  suppos- 
ing that,  the  Vessel  ooining  down  will  crosB  her 
North  and  pees  her  on  her  port  side.«~*VesMls 
under  those  circumstances  are  not  crossing 
Vesaels  within  the  metming  of  the  lith  Article  of 
-the  Steering  and  Sailing  Bules.-^The  rale  laid 
<lown  in  Tlte  Velocity  (Law  Rep.  3  P.  C.  H)  fol- 
lowed.   Thb**Hakgbb"       -         -         -     61Bf 

4.  ., Avtiele  16  of  the  BxikB'tad  Bfi^l^ 

tions  for  prevetiting  OoUisiona  at  Bea  provides 
that  *'  evei^  Steamemp  when apiMroaohing another 
^hip  so  as  to  involve  risk  ef  ooUirioa,  shall  slacken 
her  speed,  or  if  necessary,  stop  and  reverse;  and 
•every  Steame^ip  sliall  in  a  fog  go  at  a  modemte 
speed.  A  Steamship  navigating  in  a  fog  at  a  mode- 
mte speed  hearing  a  whistle  sounded  many  times, 
indicating  that  a  Bteamship  was  approaching  her, 
«,nd  had  come  very  Aear  to  her*  so  near  that  if  the 
Ycssels  had  then  been  stopped  they  would  have 
been  within  haUing  distaaaoe,  is  boand  under  the 
IGth  Article  not  only  to  8tq>  the  motion  of  her 
•engines,  but  to  reverse  them,  so  as  to  stop  the 
motion  of  the  Vessel,  and  ought  not  to  wait  until 
the  Vessels  sight  ouch  other,  when  such  a 
jnonoeuvro  may  be  too  late.    The  '*  Fbankland" 


:  8IERBA  LEOHZ  OBDIKARGE,  He.  «  07  2866 ; 

I  See  Tbul. 

SOUTH  AUBTEALIA,  LAW  OF;  See  Colonul 

Law.    9, 
'  ST  ALB  aUIT:  ^m  Divobob. 
I  STATUTJfiB,  C0(RBTEircniO9  OF :  See  Oon8Truc« 

1  TlOTif, 

SnSBIM  An  fUOLSm  VQJJSB  :  See  Ship 

AND  ShIPPINO. 

SUMriTUTIOV :  See  Ooloktal  Law.  7. 
SUOCBSaiOir:  See  COLoKiAL  Law.  6, 14; 
SUSFEVSIOir  OF  BABBISTXB  FBOXP^PXICB: 

See  Barrister. 

suBPsmoK  ABOFFiaoniixKBnob.^s^ 

OONTKMPT. 

TaTAMXMTABT  FAFSB :  See  OoLO^fAL  LaV.  »  ' 
TBSATI'  dP  tttltfiUUl  t  See  JtmiSDicrroH.    1. 
.TBIAL.]    A  Judge  sitting  without  a  Jury  in  a. 
civil  aetlon,  as  provided  t)y  the  Sierfri   LHme  ' 
OrAibanee,  No.  4  of  1366,  sect.  11,  has  power  to 
ac^burn  or  postpone  hfs  fttdgment  or  verdfct,  and 
the  Appellate  Court  will  net  interfere  witfi'tlu's  ' 
discretion  either  as  to  adjonQ^ivig  judgnu^,*  or.  i 
allowing  an  amendnvent  of  ihe  deciaration.  whit^i 
may  be  granted  after  the  Judge  iias  begun  to 
deliver  hfs  judgment    Baikt  i7.  Bravo     -     887 

VAOABT  SlMKUGHUOV :  See  PBActicfc.    5. 
VABU3R»  BStWBBir  DBF  AHATO&t  WOBBS 

AICBOBI>     nr    BBOLABATIOB    AND 

FBOOF :  See  Iabisl, 

vioBftiiiKieauLinrr  cormts  abboab.    o>n- 

strnction  of  sect  40  of  the  Rules  and 
Begulations  relating  to  Vice-Admiralty 
CJomis  abroad :  SeeFieoxr, 
VICQBI  THT  90t :  See  OofLowiAL  Law.    1 , 


WAB,  namnnroB  of  ;  See  Breach  of  Oo!?. 

TRACT  BY  SuirvwNER. 

WILL:  See  CoLOdriAL  Law.   S,  4, 10;  Separate 

fiiSTATii  or  MAtttlBD  VfOitATf. 

1.  The  StatBte  of  Louter  Canada  has  engrafted 
on  the  old  French  Law  an  nnlimited  power  of 
disposition  by  WUl.    Hebse  v.  Dufaux     -     468 

8.  —  Construction  of  bequests  in  a  WiU 
made  in  the  mystique  or  secret  form  in  Accordance 
with  the  Code  Civil,  the  Law  prevailing  in  the 
MaurUiuE.  Lagbssb  t.  Laqebsb  -  ~  .  553 
WILL,  BTOCtlFATIVB :  See  Colonial  Law.  3. 
WIHBDrO-TJP  OBBIKAKCB  OF  BATAL,  Ko.  19 
of  1866 :  See  Pabtnebship.    1. 


lqhton: 

fbikted  bt  wiluax  clowbs  akd  003(8, 

sTAuroBo  STSER  AVD  OHAxoia  osoes. 
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